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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


General Administration (Services - D ) Department 

CIRCULAR 
No. 108087 /SD4 /80 /GAD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 15th October 1930 . 
Sul: - Departmental tests --- Conducted by the Public Service Commission 

Supply of application forms - Instructions to Heads of Depart 
ments to stock the forms and arrang: to supply them to candi 

dates - issued . 
Ref :-Letter No. I EI (1) 5981/75 /EW dated 23-9-1980 of the cretary, 

Kerala Public Service Commission . 
In the letter cited the Secretary , Kerala Public Service Commission has 
informed Government that at present the specimen application form for the 
Departmental Tests conducted by the Commission is given in annexure- D to 
the notification published Ly them from time to timc inviting applications 
and that the canaidates are required to send either iype written or manu 
script copies of the application forms. This system is very disadvantageous 
both to the Commission and to the candidates . Theicfore the Commission 
have decided to get printed the application form for the Departmental test 
and supplied to the candidates through the Head s of Departz.cnts fee of 
cost . 

All the Heads of Departments/Heads of Offices are therefore directed to 
stock the printed forms for the Departmental tests on indent from the 
Stationery Departm 1.t and to arrange to distribute the same to the intending 
applicants . 


E. K. PADMINI, 
Additional Secretary . 


To 


All Heads of Departments and Offices. 
All Departments (all Sections) of the Secretariat 
The Secretary , Kerala Public Service Commission , 

(with C.L.) 
The Registrar, High Court of Kerala , Ernakulam 
The Registrar , University of Kerala /Calicut/Cochin 
The Registrar, Kerala Agricultural University , Trichur 
The Advocate General, Ernakulam 


) 


G. 1586 
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(with C.L.) 


The Secretary , Kerala State Electricity Board 
The General Manager , Kerala State Road Transport 

Corporation , Trivandrum 
The Secretary to Governor 
The Private Secretaries to ChiefMinister and other 

Ministers. 
The Under Secretary to the Chief Secretary . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
PUBLIC SERVICES_SIMPLIFIED SCHEME OF DISTRIBUTION OF EMBOSSED 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION APPLICATION FORM INTRODUCED 
WITH EFFECT FROM 1-12-1977 - Revised LIST OF SELLING 

AGENTS - AMENDMENT ISSUED 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATION (SERVICES – D ) DEP.TMENT 
G.O.Ms.No.532 /80 /GAD . Dated , Trivandrum , 21st Note: .ber 1980 . 


Read :-(1) G.O.Ms. 360 /77 /GAD dated 28-10-1977 . 

( 2) G.O.Ms.552 /79 /GAD dated 9-10-1979 
(3 ) Letter No. Estt. (7 ) 37928 /77 /GW dated 23-10-1980 from the 
Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission Trivandrum . 

ORDER 
In supersession of the G.O. read as second paper above , Govercment 
order that sub item 4 in item (vii) of the G.o. read as first paper, stall 
stand modified as follows: 

“ 4. District Offices of the Kerala Public Service Commission , 

Trivandrum , Quilon , Alleppey, Kottayam , Ernakulam , 
Trichur, Palghat, Malappuram , Wynad , Kozhikode and 
Cannanore" . 

By order of the Governor , 

E.R. PADMINI, 

Additional Secretary . 
Το 

All Heads of Departments and Offices. 
All Departments (all sections) of the Secretariat. 
The Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission (with C.L.) 
The Accountant General of Kerala , Trivandrum . 
The Finance Department. 
The Higher Education Department 
The Controller of Stationery , Trivandrum . 
The Director of Treasuries, Trivandrum . 
The Director of Municipalities. 
The Commissioner of Trivandrum /Cochin /Calicut Corporations. 
The Director of Public Relations, Trivandrum . 


G , 1803 
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GOVERNMENT OP KERALA 
Agriculture Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 78691/AFI/80/AD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 8th December 1980 
The Government of Kerala hereby make the following amendments to 
the Agriculture Departmental Farm Workers Pension Rules, published under 
Order G.O. (P ) No. 248 /80 /AD dated the 8th July, 1980 , in Part I of the 
Kerala Gazette No. 32 dated the 5th August 1980, namely : 


AMENDMENTS 


In the said rules; - 
(1) for rule 3, the following rules shall be substituted, namely: 

3. They shall be applicable to the following farm workers who were 
in service on the 1st January , 1980 and had not completed the age of sixty 
years on that date, namely : - 

agricultural farm workers in the Agricultural department, 
(ii) farm workers in the Soil Conservation Research Station , Konni, 

under the Soil Conservation Unit ; 
(iii) farm workers in the AnimalHusbandry Department; 

(iv) farm workers in the Dairy Development Department. 
(2 ) in rule 4 , for clause (a ), the following clause shall be substituted , 
namely : 

(a ) " average emoluments ” means 
(i) for the purpose of pension , the average of the emoluments for 

a period of ten months of qualifying service immediately 

prior to the date of attaining 55 years; 
(ii) for the purposes of gratuity, the last pay drawn immediately 

prior to the date of attaining 55 years; 
(3) in rule 5. 
(i) in sub -rule (1) the following words shall be added at the end, 

namely : 
" and the worker shall, subject to the provisions of these rules 

retire on the afternoon of the last day of the month in which 

he attains the age of 55 years." 
(ii) in the note to sub -rule (i) after the words " School Certificate" 

the words " baptism certificate" shall be inserted ; 
G. 1805 
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(iii) after sub-rule (ii), the following sub -rule shall be inserted , 

namely : 
“ In the case of workers who had completed 55 years of ageon the Ist 

January 1980 and has made the option for pension under rule 7A, 
the period of service up to the date on which hemakes the option , 
shall count for pension , if such worker does not have the required 
qualifying service for minimum pension , calculated as on 1-1-1980: 

Provided that such service shall be so counted only to the extent 
necessary to make the worker cligible for minimum pension . 
(4) after rule 7, the following rules shall be inserted , namely: 
“ 7A . (i) A worker who had completed fifty five years of age on the 

1st January , 1980 but had not completed the age of 
sixty years on that date may opt either for pension or 
for continuance in service till the completion of sixty 

years of age without any claim for pension ; 
(ii) An option under sub -rule (i) shall be made on or before 

15-1-1981. 
(iii ) Option once exercised shall be final. 
“ 7B . (i) A worker who was in service on the 1st January, 1980 and 

who has not completed the age of sixty years may opt 
either for pension or for continuance in service till the 
completion of sixty years of age without any claim for 

payment of pension . 
(ü ) An option under sub -rule (i) shall be made on or before 

15-1-1981. 
“ 70. (i) A worker who does not make an option under sub-rule 

(i) of rule 7A or sub -rule (i) of rule 7B within the 
period specified in sub -rule (ii) of rule 7A or sub- rule 
(ii ) of rule 7B , as the case may be , shall be deemed to 
have opted for continuance in service till the completion 

of sixty years of age without any claim for pension ; 
( ii ) Where a worker opts for pension under sub-rule (i) of rule 

7A or sub -rule (i) of ruie 7B , he shall be deemed to 
have retired from service on the last day of the month 

in which he makes the option . 
( iii) Option once exercised shall be final." 
(5) In rule 8 , the words " Subject to the provisions of these rules” , 
shall be inserted at the beginning ; 

(6 ) in rule 9, for the opening paragraph , the following shall be sub 
stituted , namely: 

" The quantum of the gratuity or pension shall be such as is determined 
with reference to the length of qualifying service and the scale of gratuity or 
pension as the case may be , as set out in the table below or the minimum 
gratuity or pension , as the case may be, payable under the Kerala Service 
Rules , whichever is higher: - " ; 
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(7) rule 1 l shall be omitted ; 
(8 ) for rule 20 , the following rule shall be substituted , namely: 

6:20 . The Departmental farm workers shall be granted family pension 
at the rates specified in the Kerala Service Rules as amended from time to 
time." ; 

(9) in rule 23, in the first sentence for the words " permanent agri 
cultural farm workers” , the words " all Departmental farm workers” shall be 
substituted . 


By order of the Governor, 
K. N. PADMAVATHY , 

Deputy Secretary. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
DIET IN HOSPITALS - REPORT OF THE HIGH POWER COMMITTEE ON 

HEALTH SERVICES - IMPLEMENTATION - ORDERS ISSUED 


HEALTH (E ) DEPARTMENT 
G.O. Ms. No. 292 /80 /HD . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 3rd November 1980 . 


Road :-1. G. O. Ms. No. 179/80 /HD dated 11-7-1980 . 
2. Note No. AB6-93985 /80/DHS dated 27-8-1980 from the 

Director of Health Services, Trivandrum . 
3 . Minutes of the meeting of the Empowered Committee held on 

3-10-1980 . 


ORDER 


In the Government order cited , orders were issued regarding supply of 
diet to the inpatients of the Medical Institutions of the State. The Director of 
Health Services has now pointed out certain practical difficulties in imple 
menting the order as it is and has therefore suggested certain minor 
modifications. 

Government have examined this question in detail and are pleased to 
accept the minor changes in the diet schedules suggested by the Director of 
Health Services. The revised schedules are given in Appendix I and II of 
this order . These diet schedules will be introduced with effect from 1-4-1981 
instead of from 1-1-1981 as ordered carlier . 

The orders issued in G. O. Ms. No. 179 /80 /HD . dated 11-7-1980 stands 
modified to this extent. 


By order of the Governor, 

N. S. MANNADIAR , 
Additional Secretary . 

[P.r.o.) 


G. 1700 
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Το 


The Director of Health Services, Trivandrum 
The Principals, Medical Colleges, Trivandrum , Alleppey, Kottayam and 

Calicut 
The Director of Indian System of Medicines 
The Principals of Ayurveda Colleges, Trivandrum and Tripunithura 
The Director of Homocopathy 
The Administrative Medical Officer, E.S.I. Scheme, Trivandrum 
The District Medical Officers 
The Special Secretary , Finance (Expenditure ) Department 
The Special Secretary , Plg . and Economic Affairs Department 
The Secretary, State Planning Board , Trivandrum 
The Additional Secretary , P & AR Department 
All Heads of Departments and Offices 
All Officers of the Secretariat 
All Departments of the Secretariat 
The Private Secretary to Chief Minister and other Ministers 
The Accountant General, Kerala , Trivandrum 
The Finance Department 
The Director of Public Relations. 


15 gms. 
400 gms. 
25 gms. 
45 gms. 


Appendix - I 

Dier - I . MILK DIET 
Food item 

Quantity 
Milk (Toned ) 

750 ml. 
Sugar/Khandasari 
Bread (Packet) 
Butter ( Packet ) 
Biscuits (Packet) 
Egg 

1 one number 
EXTRA DIET - I 
1. Banana - 1 (120 gms. weight) 
2. Egg - 1 (one) 
3. Bread - 400 gms. 

SUBSTITUTION FOR DIET - I 
1. 60 gms. of bread for 15 gms. of fat (desirable for restricted diet) 
2. 30 gms.of bread for 15 gms. of sugar (desirable for sugar restricted 

diet) 
3. Salt free butter in lieu of ordinary butter (desirable for salt 

restricted dict ) 
4. One modern bakery bun weighing 50 gms. in lieu of biscuits. 
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200 gms. 


Appendix - II 
Diet Il - KANJEe Diet (DIETWITH RICE AND GREENGRAM ) 

Rice (boiled rice ) 
Greengram 

60 gms. 
Milk ( Toned ) 

500 ml. 
Egg 

1 (one) 
Sugar /Khan.dasari 
Butter (Packet) 
Bread ( Packer) 
Coconut Oil 
Mustard 

Salt 
In addition firewood will be allowed in the following scale for Kanjee 
diet. 

(a ) Institutions upto 200 diets 750 gms. per dict . 
(b ) Institutions were there 

500 gms. per diet subject to a 
are more than 200 dicts minimum of 150 kgs . 


10 gms. 
25 gms. 
400 gms. 

5 gms. 
5 gms. 
3 gms. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
EDUCATION - ADMISSION TO EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS 
RESERVATION OF SEATS - EXCLUSION OF H.R.A. 

IN CALCULATING INCOME - ORDERS ISSUED . 


HIGHER EDUCATION (C ) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. (P ) No. 173/80 /H.Edn . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 24th November 1980 . 


Read :-1. G. O. ( P ) No. 208 /66 / Cdn. date : 2-5-1966 . 

2. G. O. ( P ) No. 152/ 75 / H . Edn . dated 2-9-1975 . 
3. G. O. (P ) No. 135 /77 /H , Edn . dated 19-8-1977. 

ORDER 
In the G. O. read as first paper above, orders were issued on the 
recommendation of the Kumara Pillai Commission Report regarding the 
reservation of seats in the educational institutions in favour of the Socially 
and Educationally Backward Classes. According to these orders as amended 
in the G.O. read as second paper above reservation for admission is available 
to Socially and Educationally Backward Classes candidates whose family 
income does not exceed Rs. 10,000 per annuri. 

2 . In the G. O. read as third paper above it was ordered that D. A. 
will not be included for calculation of annual income in the case of persons 
drawing income from salary for the purposes of reservation of seats 
in the educational institutions to the Socially and Educationally Backward 
Classes under the G.O. read as first paper above . 

3 . Government are now pleased to order that H. R. A. will be 
excluded for computing annual family income for the purpose of reservation 
of seats in e.ucational institutions to the Socially and Educationally 
Backward Classes as conten plated in the G.O. read as first paper above. 
4. These orders will take effect from the academic year 1980-81. 

By order of the Governor , 
B. D. ALAMELU AMMAL , 

Under Secretary . 
G. 1721 

[P.1.0 ,] 
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Το 


The Director of Collegiate Education , Trivandrum 
The Director of Technical Education , Trivandrum 
The Principal, Medical College, Trivandrum | Alleppey / Kottayam / 

Kozhikode 
The Principals, Law Colleges, Trivandrum /Ernakulam /Calicut 
The Registrar, University of Kerala / Calicut / Cochin Agricultural 
University, Mannuthy, Trichur 

(with C. L.) 
The Director of Public Relations, Trivandrum 
The Director of Harijan Welfare , Trivandrum 
The Health Department 
The Agriculture Department 
The Higher Education (F ) and (G ) Departments. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1548/80/ LBR . Dated, Trivandrum 3rd November 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the GeneralManager , Geovanola Binny Limited , Palluruthy, 
Cochin -6 and their workman Sri T. K.Bahuleyan , so Krishnan , Door 
No. C. C. 19/1525 , Thekkezhathu House, Palluruthy , Cochin - 6 received 
by Government on 31-10-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA . 

Deputy Secretary 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 29th day of October, 1980 

Present 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B.SC., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO . 2 OF 1978 

Between 
The General Manager, Geovanola Binny Limited , Palluruthy, Cochin -6 

And 
The workman of the above establishment Shri T. K. 

Bahuleyan , slo 
Krishnan , Door No. C. C. 19/1525, Thekkezhathu House , Palluruthy , 
Cochin -6 . 
Representations : 

M /s. Menon & Pai, 
Advocates, Ernakulam 

For Management 
Shri P. F. Thomas, 
Advocate, Ernakulam 

For TV orkman 
G. A. 804/ V , 
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AWARD 


on 


as 


one 


was 


not 


The issue referred for adjudication by Government as per G. O. (Rt.) 
No. 180 1/78 /L & H dated 23-11-1978 is the following : 

" Justifiability or otherwise of the termination of the service of 
Sri Bahuleyan . 

2. Pleadings have been advanced by both sides, the workman having 
filed a claim statement and a rejoinder . The Management has filed its 
written statement. Certain matters are admitted in the pleadings and they 
are the following : - 

Shri Bahuleyan , the concerned worker, while serving as a Sweeper of 
the Management involved was arrested in connection with the murder of 
his wife on 24-8-1975. The Sessions Court found him guilty of the charge 
ofmurder . But in appeal the High Court of Kerala acquitted him 
5-8-1976 . Consequently he was released from jail on 7-8-1976 . In the 
meanwhile the Management on 3-9-1975 by invoking the Standing Order 
No. 7 (8 ) treated him as voluntarily terminated his 

employment 

and 
completed necessary steps in that regard . Shri Bahuleyan s mother had 
thereafter intimated the Management of the circumstances under which he 
was unable to report for duty . But that was not considered 

the 
Management had already treated him as 

who had 

voluntarily 
terminated his services. For the same reason Shri Bahuleyan 
permitted to join duty when he reported on release from the jail after the 
acquittal by the High Court. 

3. The stand taken up by the workman in his pleadings is that he 
was really innocent of the charge of murder as held by the High Court and 
he was prevented for reasons beyond his control from reporting for duty 
and theresore the action of the Management in having terminated his 
services is not proper and justifiable . The Management on the other hand 
contends that there was an automatic termination as per Standing 

Order 
No. 7 (8 ) which reads as fallows : 
( Standing Order is marked as Ext . MI) 

" If the workman absents himself without leave remains 

absent beyond the period of leave originally granted 
subsequently extended he shall be considered having 
voluntarily terminated his employment unless he (i) returns to 
work within eight working days of the commencement of such 
absence and ( ii) has given an explanation to the satisfaction 

of the Works Manager for such absence.” 
4. No oral evidence was adduced by either side . Ext . MI 
marked on consent. The file relating to the termination of services 
also marked as agreed by both sides and the same is Ext. M2. 


or 


or 


as 


was 
was 


he 


case 


5. From the admitted facts it is evident that Shri Bahuleyan was 
prevented for reasons beyond his control from reporting to duty within the 
prescribed period . It is not a case where it can be said that was 
responsible for his detention in jail as he was ultimately acquitted of the 
charge under which he was detained . He is seen to have reported for duty as 
soon as he was released from the jail. In these state of affairs it cannot be 
said that he had voluntarily terminated his services as provided in the relevant 
clause of the Standing Orders . So he is entitled to reinstatement . 

6. Now remains the question of arrears in wages. Shri Bahuleyan 
was in jail and therefore not available for duty for some part of the past 
period . I am told that the company was also not functioning for a pretty 
jong time after the release of Shri Bahuleyan . This is not a where 
the Management acted on account of victimisation or without bonafides . 
The whole incident was the result of some unhappy developments beyond 
the control of the Managment and the workman . In such circumstances the 
proper direction will be to order reinstatement without the benefit of back 
wages. Shri Bahuleyan will have continuity of service except to the extent 
of the period in which he has actually in jail. 

7. In the result an award is passed directing the Management 
reinstate Shri Bahuleyan subject to the directions contained above. 

8. This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its publication in the Government Gazette. 
Ernakulam , 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
29-10-1980 . 

Presiding Officer 

Appendix 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side : 
Ext, Mi. Standing Orders. 
M2. The file relating to the termination of services of 

Shri Bahuleyan . 


to 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G , O. (Rt.) No. 1430 /80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 9th October 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the 
dispute between the General Manager, H. M. r . Limited , Kalamassery 
and their workmen reprusented by (1 ) The Secretary, H. M. T. Employees 
Union , Kalamassery and (2 ) Shri M. S. Aboobaker, Marattikkal House, 
Pallilamkara, Kalamassery , P. O. received by Govern nentn7-10-1980 is 
hereby published under « ection 17 of the Ind astrial Depaiteg Act, 1947 
( Central Act VIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 1st day of October , 1980 


Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B SC ., B.L., 
Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 22 of 1978 

Between 
The GeneralManager, H. M. T. Limited , Kalamassery 


And 


The workmen of the above establishment represented by the Secretary , 
H. M. T. Employees Union , Kalamassery and ( 2 ) Shri M. S. 
Aboobaker , Marattikkal House, Pallilamkara , Kalamassery 

P. O. (Impleaded ) 
Representations : 
M /s. Joseph & Kuriyan , 

For Management. 
Advocates , Cochin - 682011 , 
M /s . George C. Varghese & 
P. K. Behanan , 

For TV orkman 
Advocates, Ernakulam . 
GA . 777 / B 
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AWARD 


The issue referred for adjudication by Government as per G. O. (Rt.) 
No. 1881/78 / L & H dated 6-12-1978 is " Termination of services of Sri M. S. 
Aboobaker, Helper , T. No. 1945." 

2 . The Management concern is a Public-sector undertaking H.M.T. 
Limited, Kalamassery . Shri Aboobaker admittedly was an employec. 
While so he proceeded on leave on medical grounds with effect from 
28-10-1976 . That he was grantel leave upto and inclusive of 19-11-1976 is 
admitted by the Management. The stand taken up by the Management is 
that he did not report for duty on 20-11-1976 or thereafter and therefore he 
automatically lost his lien by virtue of clause 19 ( 4) of the Standing Orders 
of the Company which reads as follows : 
“ 19.4 dbsence without leave : 

If a workman remains absent beyond the period of leave origi 

nally granted or subscquently extended, he shall loss his lien 
on his appointment unless he (a ) returns within 8 days of 
the expiry of the leave and ( b ) explains to the satisfaction of 
the Manager his inability to return before the expiry of his 

leave. " 
3. The case pleaded by the workman in the claim statement and clabo 
rated in the rejoinder is as follows : 

The worl man had sustained a fracture on his leg during the course of 
employment in the factory in 1974. That injury though heald temporarily 
was causing occasional trouble for which he had to undergo treatment 
from time to time. The ailment developed on 28-10-1976 requiring 
treatment of Dr. Chandy of Social Hospital, Kalamassery from that date . 
So he applied for leave supported by a medical certificate issued by Dr. 
Chandy . The application was forwarded through a co-worker ShriGopinathan 
Nair . Applications for extension of leave were subsequently forwarded 
through other co -workers on 7-11-1976 , 15-11-1976 , and 17-11-1976 . From 
17-11-1976 . onwards the workman had to undergo Ayurvedic treatment 
as adviser ! by Dr. Chandy and Dr. E. K. Ahammed , a Government 
Ayurvedic Physician was treating him from 17-11-1976 . The application 
for extension on 17-11-1976 was supported by a medical certificate issued 
by Dr. E.K. Ahammed . In continuation yet another extension was sought 
by an application despatched by post on 25-11-1976 under certificate of 
posting obtained . Finally on 7-12-1976 another application for extension 
was sent by registered post to the Management . The workman who was 
under the impression that the requests for extension were granted , reported 
for duty with a fitness certificate on 11-12-1976 when he was denied entrance 
by the security staff . He handed over the fitness certificate to the security 
staff under their acknowledgement in writing and made representations to 
the Management explaining his position . But the Management did not 
care to consider the same. He was denied employinent for no fault of his. 
That was done even without giving him an opportunity to explain his 
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innocence. The Managemeat should have given him an opportunity before 
terminating his services. Hewho was on leave should not have been dealt 
under the particular provisions of the Standing Orders relied on by the 
Management. So he is to be reinstated with all past benefits. 

4. The point emerging for consideration from the conflicting positions 
taken by the parties is as to whether there was an unjustifiable denial of 
employment or an automatic legal loss of lien . The evidence consists of 
the testimony of WWI to WW5, MWs 1 and 2 , Exts . W1to W10 and MI 
to M7. WWI is the affected workman Shri Aboobacker. WW3 is the 
Secretary of the Union . WW2, WW4 and WW5 are the co -workers of Shri 
Aboobacker . They were examined to say that they acted as messengers to 
hand over the leave letters of Shri Aboobacker to the Foreman of the 
establishment on various dates in the interval from 28-10-1976 to 17-11-1976 . 
Exts. W2, W3 and W4 are alleged to be copies of such leave letters retai 
ned by Shri Aboobacker. Ext. Wi admittedly is the copy of the first leave 
le ter submitted on 28-10-1976 along with Ext.Mimedical certificate issued 
by Dr. Chandy . Therein the Doctor had advised rest for six days. The 
ailment mentioned in Ext. Mi is bronchitis even though the definite case 
of the workman is ailment on his leg . However it is admitted by the 
Management that leave was granted on the basis of Ext. M1. Mwi, the 
l oreman of the Section where Shri Aboobacker was working has given 
evidence that the originals of Exts . W2, W3 and W4 were not passed on 
to him . His case is that the only leave letter received after the original of 
Ext. W1 was Ext. M3 dated 19-11-1976 . According to him that leave 
letter was actua ly received on 22-11-1976 and it was granted only upto 
19-11-1976 as it sought leave only upto that date. The further case of the 
workman is that in continuation of Exts .W1 to W4 he had sent another 
application for extension by post under certificate of posting on 25-11-1976 
Ext.W5 (a ) is said to be the certificate of posting obtained from the Post 
Office. Ext. W6 dated 7-12-1976 is said to be the copy of the registered 
Icave application despatched under Exts. W6 (a ) receipt and accepted by 
thc Management as per Ext. W6 (b ) postal acknowledgement. 

5. Now we have to scrutinise the contents of Exts. WI to W4 and M3 
in order to assess the acccptability or otherwisc of the oral cvidence 
adduced . It is admitted that Ext . M3 was submitted by Shri Aboobacker . 
As already mentioned that is dated 19-11-1976 . But curiously enough no 
mention is made of that application in the claim statement or rejoinder 
where meticulous details of each and cvery applications said to liave been 
forwarded are mentioned . The omission is very significant as it contains 
statements which do not suit the convenience of Shri Aboobacker . In Ext . 
Wi the number of days leavc required were not mentioned It is stated 
vaguely that Icave for a few days is required . But the medical certificate 
limited it to six days. In Ext.M3 it is said that he had applied for leave 
with medical certificate from 28-10-1976 and that he had intimated the 
Management that he is undergoing private treatment. It is further stated 
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that there is considerable relief for about a week and it is expected that he 
can joia duty next week . The concluding portion is as follows: 

ആയതു കൊണ്ട്ഇത്രയും ദിവസത്തെലീവ് അനുവദിക്കണമെന്ന് വിനീ 
M0007890311000B33M3." 
There isnɔ mention of the issue of any leave application in between the 
days o ! Exts. W and M3. 19-11-1976 was a Saturday and the next week 
mentioned therein must naturally relate to the ensuing Monday, i. e., 
21-11-1976 . The only reasonable interpretation that could be placed on the 
wording of Ext. 113 is that he requested for the leave upto 19-11-1976 in 
contituation of the leave granted as per the application dated 28-10-1976 . 
He further offered to join duty on Monday , the 21st of November 1976 . 
Est. 213 was granted by saying that leave applied for is sanctioned . That 
order con relate cnly upto 19 11-1976 as that alone was requested for . 
When viewed in this background the evidence of the co -workers WW2, 
WW4 and WTV5 that applications for extension of leave were presented by 
Shri Aboobacker through them c.nnot be accepted as true . A scrutiny of 
Ixts . 112, 113 and W4 would also indicate that it was unnecessary to submit 
such applications in quick succession . In Ext. W2 leave was asked for a 
few days. That was on 7-11-1976 . In Ext. W3 dated 15-11-1976 leave 
for two or three wecks was sought for. If as a matter of fact Ext W3 was 
de ivered for leave for two or three weeks then it was unnecessary to repeat 
the process on 17-11-1976 , under Ext. 4 for an extension of another two 
weeks . WW1 states that he had submitted a medical certificate issued by 
Dr. Abazed also on 17-11-1976 with the original of Ext. W4. If these 
applications were already filed then Ext M3 with the statements contained 
therein was superfluous. There is no mension of any medical certificate of 
Dr. Ahammed in Ext. 13. The only certificate of Dr. Ahammed available 
is Ext. 112 which has the date 27-11-1976 . That adinittedly was presented 
ca 11-12-1975 along with Ext. 12 (a ) fitness certificate . If as a matter of 
fact a certificate for two weeks as claimed by VI was submitted on 
17-11-19 . then the Doctor would not have issued another certificate before 
the expiry of that period , i.e., on 27-11-1976 . All these indicate that Exts. 
W2 to 184 are brought into existence for the purpose of the defence in the 
present case and proved through the co -workers who are easily available fo : 
that purpose . 

6. The leamed counsel for the workman very heavily relies on Ext. 
15 a cerificate of posting issued by the Post Ofice on 25-11-1976 to argue 
for the position that yet another extension of leave was applied for on that 
day . Ext. W5a) indicates that some postal article was accepted by the 
Postai Depatment for de ivery and thit the same was addressed to the 
Foreman , Accesories, Hindustan Machine Tools , Kalamassery . Ext. W5 
is alleged to be a true copy of the original posted under Ext. 15 (a . 
MWI, the Foreman , c tegorically denies having received any communi. 
cation dated 25-11-1976 from Shri Aboobacker . J12 , the Chief 
Personnel Marager, has stared that all postalcommunications received by 
the est.:blishmeat are entered in the invard register and the articles distri 
buted to the concerned section . He has further given evidence that the 
particular register for the relean : period is missing . The non -production 
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even a 


of the .Inward Register is , according to the learned counsel for the enployce , 
deliverate and the register if produced will indicate the fact ofthe receipt 
of the original of Ext . W5. It is also attempted to be shown in this conne 
ction on that the Managementwas victimising this employec on account of 
his Union activities. But there is no specific allegation of victimisation by 
any particular Officer of the Management Co.npany . It is sworn to by 
WW3, the Union Secretary, that there are as many as ten Unions in this 
establishment. Shri Aboobacker was not an office bearer of any of these 
Unions. There is not 

suggestion that the Mana : cment had 
victimised any of the Union officials. It is also not known as to why this 
Public Sector Undertaking should choose Shri Aboobacker specifically for 
victimisation . Shri Aboobacker himself had stated in his evidence in so 
many words that theManagement has no special reason to victimise him . 
So the theory victimisation bas to be discarded as something invented for 
the sake of such a defence when actually there is no reasonable basis fr 
the same. When that is the position the testimony of MW2 that the 
particular register is really missing has to be accepted as true. Even 
otherwise the Management if they wanted to victimise Shri Aboobacker 
could very well have proceeded under Standing Order 19 (4) even before the 
receipt of Ext.M3 application . I say so because the leave applied for with 
Ext. Mimedical certificate was only for six days . I have already indicated 
that there was no extension application till "19-11-1976 . But the Manage 
ment is seen to have waited and granted leave without invoking clause 19 
( 4 ) of the Standing Order till the receipt of. Ext. M3. They also granted 
leave as requested in Ext. M3. That is a clcar indication that the 
Management had no special grudge against Shri Aboobacker and that they 
acted in all fairness in the ordinary course. 

When viewed in this back . 
ground the Management if it actually had received the original of Ext . W5 
would have granted the extension applied for. The only reasonable in 
ference that could be drawn is that the Management did not receive the 
original of Ext. W5 as is stated by MWS 1 and 2 . 

7. The mere production of Ext. W5 (a ) is not sufficient to say that 
Shri Aboobacker had posted a letter under that certificate . The certificate 
does not indicate that the posting wasmade by Shri Aboobacker. The fact 
that he is possessing such a certificate to be produced in this Court alone 
will not therefore come to his rescue. If as a matter of fact he had posted 
a leave application under Ext.W5 (a) certificate then naturally he would 
have mentioned the fact of the posting under the certificate in his later 
communications. We have Ext. W6 letter sent by registered post on 
7-12-1976 . There also leave was applied for. There there s no mention 
of the previous leave applications sont under the certificate of posting. 
Exts . W & and W9 respectively dated 14-12-1976 and 5-1-1977 are copies of 
letters despatched-by registered post to the General Manager by Shri 
Aboobacker complaining of the denial of employment to him . There also 
he did not make mention of the fact that he had posted a Icave application 
under a certificate of posting . The only natural presumption that could 
be drawn from the circumstance is that he was not actually possessed of 
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such a certificate at the relevant tine. The argument that Ext. W5 (a) 
certificate which was somehow available at a later stage is now utilised to 
build up a defence appears quite probable when viewed in this background . 
So no importance can be attributed to Ext.W5(a ) . 

8 ! From what has been stated above it follows and I find that Shri 
Aboobacker had applied for leave only upto 19-11-1976 . That was granted . 
The next application proved to have been issued is the original of Ext. W6 
and that was by registered post on 7-12-1976 as evidenced by Ezts . W6(a ) 
and W6 (b ) postal certificate and acknowledgement. But in the meanwhile 
the Management had proceeded under Scc . 19 (4) of the Standing Orders. 
Ext. M5 is a copy of the communication intimating Shri Aboobacker that 
he had lost his lien under Clause 19 (4 ) of the Standing Orders. Ext. M7 
is the sealed cover in which that communication was sent by registered post 
to Aboobacker s home address. It can be seen from Ext. M7 that it was 
registered on 3-12-1976 and returned after several attempts to serve it on 
him on 11-12-1976 as he was not available at his residence . 

9. Even if we asume that the original of Ext. W5 was despatched 
under Ext, W5, (a) certificate and received by the Management it 
cannot help Shri Aboobacker in any way . The leave granted was only 
upto 19-11-1976 . It is not his case he was an impatient in the hospital 
nor is it bis case that he was unable to move about. From his own 
evidence it is clear that he was not seriously ill and that he was in a position 
to make frequent vis.ts atlcast to the Doctor. It was the extended period 
of Icavó that expircd on 19-11-1976 . Clause 19 (4 ) of the Standing Orders 
automatically works out if two conditions are not simultaneously satisfied . 
Firstly the cmployce u ho over:tays thc leave originally granted or extended 
has to return within eight days of the expiry of the leave. Secondly hc 
has to give satisfatory explanatio :1 to the Managemene for his failurc 
to appear on the expiry of the leave already granted or extended . 
Shri Aboobacker did not do either of the two within the ime and so his 
cxplanation that he remained at home attending to private treatment acc 
in a way after posting a letter obtaining ac rtificatc of posting cannot be 
treated as satisfactory explanation to avoid the mischief of clause 19 (4 ) of 
the Standing Orders. 

10. Yet another argument of the learned counsel appearing on behall 
of the workman is that the services should not have been terminated without 
giving an opportunity to Shri Aboubacker to explain his position . The 
wording of Clause 19 (4) of the Standing Orders which are binding on 
Shri Aboobacker is plain enough that it does not provide for any enquiry 
or chance for explanation . It automatically works when the overstayal 
co pletes cight days. That there is no scope for such an argument has 
been held by the Kerala High Court in a case, Travancore Rayons Ltd. v . 
Travancore Rayons Employees Union (1978 I LLJ 84 ). An earlier 
Supreme Court decision (1967 II LLJ 883) was followed there. So the 
failure to conduct an enquiry giving a chance for explaining the position 
to Shi Aboobacker cannot be treated as a circumstance to interfere with 
he action of the Management . 
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11. To sum up my conclusion is that Shri Aboobacker had lost his lien 
on account of his failure to report for duty and explain that failure within 
cight days from the cxpiry of leave on 19-11-1976 . So he is not entitled to 
any relict. An award is passed accordingly . 


. 


Er kulam , 
1-10-1980 . 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer . 
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IVitnesses examined on the Workman s side : 

WW1. Shri M. S. Aboobacker . 
WW2. Abdulkhader . 
WW3. E. V. Raghavan . 
WW4 . K. Sanukutty 

WW5 . E. A. Parameswaran . 
Witnesses examined on the Management s side : 

MWI. Shri P. Sugathan . 

MW2. K.Madhavan . 
Exhibits marked on the Workman s side : 
Ext. Wi. Copy of leave application dated 

28-10-1976 . 
W2. do . 

7-11-1976 . 
W3. do . 

15-11-1976 . 
do . 

17-11-1976 . 
W5 . do . 

25-11-1976 . 
W5 (a ) . Certificate of posting dated 

25-11-1976 . 
Ext. W6. Copy of leave application dated 

7-12-1976 . 
W6 (a ). Postal receipt. 
W6 (b ) . Postal acknowledgement. 
W7. Acknowledgement letter signed by Shri P. M. Paul. 
W8 . Copy of a letter dated 14-12-1976 from Shri Aboobacker 

to the Management. 
W8 (a) . Postal receipt. 
W8 (b ) . Postal acknowledgement. 
W8 (c) . Postal receipt. 
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39 
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99 


Ext, W9. Copy of a letter dated 5-1-1977 from Shti Aboobacker to the 

Management. 
W9 (a ). Postal receipt for the letter sent to the Personnel 

Manager . 
W9 (b ). Postal receipt for the letter sent to the General 

Manager . 
W9 (c). A letter dated 11-4-1977 from the Postal Department 

to Shri Aboobacker. 
w10 . Copy of a perition dated 31-4-1977 addressed to the 

LabourMinister, Government of India , New Delhi 

by Shri Abubacker , 
W10 (a ) . Postal receipt. 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side : 
Ext. Mi. A Medical certificate dated 30-10-1976 issued to 

Shri M. S. Aboobacker by Dr. Chandy Joseph ... 11 
M2. 

A Medical certificate dated 27-11-1976 issued to Shri 

Aboobacker by Dr. K. M. Ahammed . 
M2 (a ). A Medical certificate dated 11-12-1976 issued to Shri 

Aboobacker by Dr. K.M. Ahammed . 
M3. Leave application dated 19-11-1976 "submitted by 

Shri Aboobacker . 
M4. Leave application dated . 5-12-1976 submitted by 

Shri Aboobacker. 
M4 (a). A cover in which Ext. M4 sent to the Managementby 

Shri Aboobacker . 
M5. Copy of a letter dated 3-12-1976 from the Management 

to Shri M. S. Aboobacker . 
M6 . Standing Orders for the employees of H. M. T. Ltd., 

Kalamassery . 
M7. A registered cover addressed to Shri M. S. Aboobacker 

return d unser ved . 
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92 
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(Sd .) 
Presiding Officer 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Labour (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No. 1606 /80 /L.BR . Datet, Trivandrun, 21st November 1930 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the dispute 
between Sri Maniyappan , Toldy Shop Contractor for thı year 1976-77 , 
Randuvattathil Veedu , Chettinad , M. S. P. O , Alleppey and their wurde 
men represented by the Secretary, Hotel and Sho , Establishment Workers 
Union , (C. I. T. U.) Alleppey received by Government on 18-11-1930 is 
hereby published under section 17 of the industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Quilon 
Dated this the 30th day of October, 1980 

Present 
SHRI M. RAGHAVAN B. SC . B. L. , 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 76/78 

Between 
Sri Maniyappan , Toddy Shop Contractor for the year 1976-77, 
Randuvattathil cedu , Chcitinad , M. S. P. O., Alleppey , 

And 
The Workmen of the above establishment represented by the 
Secretary , Hotel and Shop Establishment Workers 

Union , (C. I. T. U.) Alleppey. 
Representations : 
Sri P. Narayanan Nair. 

For the Management 
Advocate, Alleppcy . 
Sri K. P. Chellappan Nair, 

For the Union 
Advocate, Alleppey . 
GA . 821/B 
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AWARD 


The case relates to the dismissal of one 

Sri K. V. Chellappan , 
Supervisor from Toddy Shop No. 1, Vadairambu , Alleppey . 

The question whether the domestic enquiry conducted at the instance of 
the management was proper or not was first enquired into by my learned 
predecessor, who passed a preliminary order finding that the enquiry in 
question was not defective or improper in any respect. For 

easy 
appreciation of the facts of the case circumstance I extract below the 
contents of the preliminary order dated 12-3-1980 . 

“ This is an industrial dispute referred to this court for adjudication by the 
Kerala Government by order No. G. O. (Rt) 965/78 /L & H dated 6-6-1978 . 
The issue referred is the following : 

* Dismissal of K. V. Chellappan , Supervisor from Toddy Shop No. 1 , 

Vadairambu , Alleppey . 

The case of the Union as per the claim statemeat is this : 
Sri K. V. Chellappan was a workman of T. S. No. 1 of which the opposite 
party was the contractor for the year 1976-77. Sri Chellappan was working 
as supervisor in tre said Toddy shop even from 1975. He joined the union 
and hence the opposite party denied employment to him from 1-8-1976 , and 
subsequently on 4-8-1976 framed certain false charges against him . 
Sri Chellappan denied the charges. Thereafter a new charge sheet was 
issued to him on 9-8-1976 and he was suspended pending enquiry. To the 
new charge memo also Sri Chellappan gave an explanation denying the 
charges. There upon the opposite party conducted a farce of an enquiry 
through his advocate and dismissed him from service even without giving a 
second show cause notice . The enquiry conducted against Sri Chellappan is 
not proper and valid . The opposite party exerted undue influence over the 
witnesses of Sri Chellappan and thus prevented them from giving evidence 
before the Enquiry Officer. The findings entered by the Enquiry Officer 
are all perverse . Eventhough the Enquiry Officer only recommended a 
punishment to avoid repetition of the alleged charges the management has 
dismissed him from service . The entire action of the management is an 
unfair labour practice and victimisation . So Sri Chellappan is entitled to 
reinstatement with back 

wages. 
The opposite party has filed a written statement raising the following 
contentions : Toddy Shops are auctioned from year to year and the 
opposite party was the conıractor of T. S. No. 1 of Alleppey range from 
1-4-1976 to 31-3-1977 only . So he cannot be directed to reinstate 
Sri Chellappan in service. Si Chºllappan was the Manager of the toddy 
shop during the year 1976-77 . On 4-8-1976 he was given memo of charges for 
he being found under the influence of liquor during working hours, he was 
violating the instructions regarding payment of worker s wages for mani 
pulation of thengu wattom accounts , for having colluded with salesman in 
misappropriating Rs. 600.85 and sharing the booty with him , for refusing 
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to 


to take charge of a sub -shop from 2-8-1976 and for shortage of 30 litres of 
toddy as per stock on 1-1-1976 . Sri Chellappan gave his explanation on 
6-8-1978 denying the charges. Since the explanation was found unsatis 
factory the opposite party authorised Sri A. Unnikrishnan Nair, Ad /ocate, 
Alleppey to conduct a domestic enquiry against him and Sri Chellappan 
was also informed of that fact. The enquiry officer issued notice to 
Sri Chellappan posting the enquiry to 25-8-1976 . In the enquiry conducted 
by him Sri Chellappan fully participated by cross -examining the manage 
ment witnesses and by examining his own witnesses. No fresh charge was 
issued to the delinquent as alleged in the claim statement, but the enquiry 
officer only repeated the charges already framed and 

issued 
Sri Chellappan on 4-8-1976 . The Enquiry was competed on 2-11-1976 by 
examining six witnesses for the management and two witnesses for the 
delinquent worker and by marking Exts. Pl to P31. Ultimately the 
enquiry officer found Sri Chellappan guilty of all charges, except that he 
used to drink excessively during working hours and that he colluded with the 
salesman in misappropriating Rs. 600.85 . It was for the reinaining charges 
pioved against Sri Chellappan at the enquiry , the opposite party dismissed 
him from service . Though the enquiry officer suggested a lesser punishment 
the management is not bound by his recommendation in awarding 
punishment. The charges proved against Sri Chellappan were very serious 
and included misappropriation and when it is done by a Manager of a 
concern it became all the more serious and hence the award of dismissal is 
perfectly justified. The findings of the enquiry officer are not perverse 
because he has based his entire findings on the oral and documentary 
evidence adduced before him . Where there was paucity of evidence, the 
enquiry officer has exonerated the employee of such charges. It is not a 
case of victimisation and hence Sri Chellappan is not entitled to any relief. 

The only question that arise for consideration at this stage of the case is 
whether there was a proper domestic enquiry against Sri Chellappan ? 
To consider that question the enquiry officer was examined as M. W. 1 and 
Exts. MI to M6 were marked through him . 

The charges levelled against Sri Chellappan were : 
(1) That the employee had been drinking excessively during 

working hours and had been neglecting his work as Manager 

of T. S. No. 1 ; 
(2) That the employee has committed misappropriation by creating 

false accounts regarding thengupattom due to the owners of 

the trees that are tapped ; 
(3) That the employee wilfully allowed one Haridas, Salesman of 

T. S. N. I to commit misappropriation of Rs. 600.8t by not 

collecting the sale amounts from him ; 
(4 ) That the employee dis -obeyed the orders of ti e employer by 

not taking charge on 2-8-1976 in the sub -shop under 
T.S. No. 1 ; 


4 


(5 ) That a shortage of 30 litres of toddy was detected on 1-8-1976 , 

in T.S. No. 1, at the timeof inspection , 
To the above charges Sri Chellappan gave his explanation on 6-8-1976 
denying them . As the explanation was not satisfactory the opposite party 
decided to conduct a domestic er quiry and for that purpose appointed 
Sri A. Unnikrishnan Nair, Advocate, Alleppey as the enquiry officer . 
This was intimated to Sri Chellappan . In the enquiry conducted by 
Sri Unnikrishnan Nair, Sri Chellappan fully participated by cross -examining 
all the 6 witnesses examined for the management and by examining Ż 
witnesses on his side. In the enquiry he was allowed to be represented by 
his union representative . 31 documents were marked for the management 
at the enquiry. After several postings the enquiry was concluded on 
4-11-1976 and the enquiry officer submitted his report finding that Sri 
Chel.appan is guilty of all the charges, excepting items 1 & 3. So it can 
be seen that all the formalities required for a proper domestic enquiry have 
been complied with by the enquiry officer. In fact in the claim statement 
there is no challenge that the enquiry is vitia ted by non -observance of any 
of the principles of natural justice . On the other hand the case put for 
ward in the claim statement would go to show that the findings of the 
enquiry officer were perverse . 

Incidentally that aspect of the question has 
also to be considered because if the findings were perverse that will 
indirectly affect a proper enquiry. So I shall now consider that aspect of 
the question also . 

As I have already said the enquiry officer came to the conclusion that 
items 1 & 3 of the charges have not been proved . That means where there 
was no sufficient evidence to prove an item in the charge memo the enquiry 
officer gave the benefit to the delinquent worker. He has found the 
delinquent worker guilty of charges 2 , 4 & 5 . They are falsification of 
accounts regarding the " Thengupattom , misappropriation , disobeyalof the 
orders of the opposite party by not taking charge on 2-8-1976 in a sub -shop 
and as to the shortage of 30 litres of toddy detected on 1-8-1976 . 

As to the alleged misappropriation committed by Sri Chellappan by 
creating false accounts regarding the payment of Thengupattom , the 
enquiry officer has come to the conclusion that the delinquent worker is 
guilty based on oral and documentary evidence . The oral evidence is that 
of management witnesses 2 to 6 who would say that Thengupattom was not 
paid to the owners of cocoanut trees as per the accounts maintained by 
Sri Chellappan . There were written complaints regarding non -payment 
of Thengupattom by these witnesses and on a verification of Ext. M5 
series (Exhibits P2 to P18 at the enquiry ), accounts marked Ext. P2 at the 
enquiry and the vouchers it is crystal clear that Sri Chellappan misappro 
priated amounts by falsification of accounts . Regarding the charge of 
disobeyal of the orders of the employer in not taking charge of a sub-shop 
on 2-8-1976 , even the cross- examination of the management witness No. 1 
at the enquiry would indicate that he actually disobeyed the orders of the 
opposite party. The witness was asked in cross-examination “ 110601360M 


5 


ഉപ ഷാപ്പിൽ പോയി ജോലി ചെയ്യാൻ പറഞ്ഞത് അംഗീകരിക്കാത്തതുകൊണ്ട് 
അയാളെ muLO10 . mºLOnJM O comm നിർബന്ധമായി ഒഴിവാക്കിയ 
mce ( Q ). " As to the 5th charge of shortage of 30 litres of toddy the 
explanation offered by the delinquent worker is that such shortage could 
have occasioned either due to evaporation or due to sedimentation . So the 
shortage was admitted by the delinquent and it was for him to prove that 
how that shortage occasioned when the toddy was kept safely in glass 
bottles. He has no reasonable explanation for te shortage of such con 
siderably large quantity of toddy. So the finding of the enquiry officer 
that the delinquent was responsible for the sho tage of 30 Ltrs. of toddy 
cannot also said to be perverse. In short the domestic enquiry held against 
Sri Chellappan is not defective or improper in any resp :ct. I find 
accordingly . 

Followig my above finding the ques ion that remains for consideration 
is whether the punishment of dismissal awarded to Sri Chellappan is 
excessive or harsh . For that purpose the case will be posted for evidence 
and hearing . 

Order accordingly ” . 

The only question now remaining to be considered is whether the 
punishment of dismissal awarded is excessive or harsh . No evidence was 
adduced by either side regarding this question . 

It is contended by the learned counsel for the management that the 
charges which have been established justify the dismissal of the workman . 
The charges made out are that the workman had committed falsification of 
accounts regarding “ Thengupattom " , that he had committed misappro 
priation , that he had refused to obey the orders of the opposite party 
directing him to take charge of a sub -shop and that there was a shortage 
of 30 litres of toddy in the toddy shop under his management when it was 
inspected on 1-8-1976 . It is urged by the opposite party that the acts of 
misconduct committed by the workman are very grave considering the fact 
tha he was placed in a position of trust as theManager of the toddy shop . 
In my opinion the gravity of the charges proved justify the action taken 
against him . Fo nd accordingly. 

In the result I pass an award up -holding thc dismissal of Sri 
K V. Chellappan and rejecting the claim of the Union . No order as to 
costs in the circumstance . 

This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from the 
date of its publication in the Government Gazette. 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed by him , revised and 
corrected by me on the 30th day of October 1980. 


M.RAGHAVAN , 
Presiding Officer. 


GA. 821 /B . 


Appendix 


l itness examined on the side of the Management : 

MWI. A. Unnikrishnan Nair. 


Exhibits marked on the side of the Management : 

Ext. Mi Copy of the charge-sheet dated 4-8-1976 . 
Ext. M2 Explanation to the charge -sheet dated 6-8-1976 . 
Ext. M3 Series (8 in number) --- Depositions of the witnesses examined 

at the enquiry . 
Ext. M4 Proceedings of the enquiry . 
Ext. M5 Series (Ext. Pl to P18 at the enquiry )--Accounts book and 

written complaints regarding non -payment of Thengu 

pattom . 
Ext. M6 Findings of the enquiry officer . 
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Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 1362 /80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 26th September 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the Managing Partner, Vipul Wood Industries, Industrial Estate 
Ollur and their workmen represented by the Secretary , Trichur District Saw 
Mills and Timber Workers Union , Trichur-4 reccived by Government on 
25-9-1930 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947). 


By order of the Governor, . 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 


IN THE LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 
Dated this the 22nd day of September , 1980 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B.Sc. , B.L. , 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 29 of 1979 
(Old No. I. D. 126 of 1976 ) 

Between 
The Managing Partner, Vipul Wood Industries, Industrial Estate, 
Ollur 

And 
The workmen of the said concern represented by the Secretary , 
Trichur District Saw Mills and Timber Workers Union , Trichun ! 
Representations: 

Shri A. S. Menon , 
Advocate , Trichur. 

For Union . 
G.A.757 / V . 
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AWARD 
The Government as per G.O. (Rt.) No. 410 /76/LBR dated 19-3-1976 
referred this IndustrialDispute for adjudication to the Labour Court, Calicut. 
There it was registered as I.D.126 of 1976 and the Union representing the 
Workmen filed their claim statement bcfore that Court . The written state 
ment in answer was also filed subsequently there. There was no rejoinder 
and the case was being posted for evidence at which stage this Court was 
constituted including Trichur District within its jurisdiction . 

That neces 
sitated a transfer. That is how the Government ordered a transfer of the case 
to this Court. Accordingly it was refiled in the present number and tried . 

2. The issue referred is as follows: 
“ Denial of employment to the following workers : 
(1 ) K. N. Kuttappan 

K.V.Subramonian and 
( 3) K.K.Raghavan " 

The establishment concerned was engaged in the manufacture of wooden 
bobins. The finishing touch to this product is made in the Lacquering 
Section . A dispute arose regarding the permanency of four workers includ 
ing the three with whom we are now concerned and the same was referred 
for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut wherein an award was 
passed in Industrial Dispute No.16 of 1972 , copy of which is Ext.W14. 
The operative portion of that award is as follows: 

“ So these three persons Kuttappan , Raghavan and Subramonian 
are to be deemed to be workers under the establishment. Since 
these three workers are found to be employees in the lacquering 
section of this factory they are entitled to be employed. The 
Management had by Ext. Wi agreement agreed to consider this 
question at a later stage . 

But that consideration has not taken 
place. Hence this reference. In view of these I find that these 
3 workers are entitled to be employed in the lacquering section 
and in the absence of work in lacquering section they are to be 
given work in the other sections with continuity of service but 

no back wages” . 
The award was published in the Kerala Gazette dated 20-8-1974. It is 
common case that it has become final. But that award did not put an end 
to the dispute and only gave room for yet another dispute resulting in the 
present reference . 

3. The stand taken up by the Union in the claim statement is that the 
Management did not comply with the directions in the award and thereby 
denied employment to the three wo kers. The Management on the other 
hand contends that they had offered work to two of the employees men 
tioned in the award as per the directions therein and the offer was not 
accepted by the workers or their Union . It is further contended that 
Shri Raghavan, the other worker, was not available anywhere in the locality 
to make such an offer to hin 
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4. In the nature of the rival contentions and in view of the issue 
referred the point that is arising for consideration is as to whether there was 
a denial of work to the three employees. The Vice President of the Union 
who had signed the claim statement has given evidence asWW2. Worker 
Shri Kuttappan is the other witness for the Union . Exts. W1 to W13 com 
munications received by the Union from this Management subsequent to the 
earlier award were also proved through the witnesses . The Managing 
Partner of the Management firm is MWI. The only document proved 
through that witness is Ext.MI. 

5. It can be seen from Exts .W1 to W13 that the Management in 
obedience to the directions contained in Ext.W14 award offered employment 
as regular workers to Kuttappan and Subramonian . It was further men 
tioned in those communications that Shri Raghavan was away in Hubly and 
therefore the offer to take him as a regular employee could not be served 
on him . 

It is the admitted case that individual notices were issued to 
Kuttappan and Subramonian calling upon them to join duty as regular 
workers. But the Management in their earlier communication on the subject 
marked as Ext.W2, mentioned that the workers will have to work from 
8 a.m.to 5 p.m.with a lunch break of one hour from 12 noon on a fixed 
daily wages of Rs.4.50. 

The offer was not acceptable to the Union as 
could be seen from the communications on account of the fact that the wages 
was fixed at Rs.4.50 . The two witnesses on the side of the Union as well as 
MW1 have given evidence that the Union and the workers were insisting on 
paymentatthe ratu of Rs . 12 per day in order to accept the offer for reinstate 
ment. The Managementwas not an enable for such a course and that is how 
the dispute started . The dispute could not be settled in spite of repeated 
attempts by the Conciliation Officer (the District Labour Officer ), Trichur . 

6. From the evidence it is clear that the Management offered to 
reinstate the workers except Shri Raghavan . But the Management had no 
case that they will not entertain Shri Raghavan as their only case was that 
Shri Raghavan cannot be considered because he is not availabe for employ 
ment. Even at the trial before me the Management had challenged the 
Union to make available Shri Raghavan for examination to say that he is 
ready and willing to take up the job . WW2 stated that Shri Raghavan 
will be examined . But he was not produced for examination . So the 
contention of the Management that Shri Raghavan is not availabe in the 
State seems to be genuine But that is not much material for the purpose 
of the disposal of this case . The question is as to whether there was a denial 
of employment by the Management or a refusal to accept a reasonable offer 
made by the Management. 

7 The relevant portion of Ext. W14 has been extracted earlier . The 
award did not say that the three employees are to be reinstated at a parti 
cular rate of wages. 

The dispute in Ext .W14 was as to whether the three 
workers were regular employees or working on contract. The Tribunal 
held that they were regular employees in the lacquering section . But it 
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no 


case 


the 


was further observed that they have to be provided in the other section 
whenever there was no work available in the lacquering section. It is 
common case that the three employees were paid on a piece -rate basis 
before the earlier dispute arose . It appears that they were earning at about 
Rs. 12 on such occasions. But lacquering work was not available on all 
days and that is how the Tribunal had to indicate that they are to be enter 
tained as regular workers - providing them work in other sections 
and when there is 

work in othe lacquering section . 
The Management s 

is that 

average wiges of the 
regular employees at that time was only Rs.4.50 . There is not much of a 
dispute on that aspect. What the workers and the Union wanted was to 
have a fixation of their wages at the rate of Rs. 12 as they used to earn on 
the piece - rate basis. When the Management was directed to entertain 
these workers on a regular basis they offered work on time-rate as in the 
case of other workers. When this was found un.cceptable to the Union and the 
workers the Management is seen to have suggested to continue to pay at the 
piece-rate whenever there is lacquering work and the ordinary rate applic 
able to the other workers, viz ., Rs.4.50 when there is no lacquering, work . 
Even this was not acceptable to the Union and the workers. They insisted 
on having a uniform fixed rate of Rs. 12 wheth -r or not there was work at 
the lacquering section . That is how no settlement regarding the implement 
ation of the award could be reached . 


8 . From what has been stated above it is evident that the Manage 
ment had given a reasonable offer to the workmen . At any rate there was 
an offer for reinstatement as per the terins of the award and the dispute 
related only to the quantum of wages which was not fixed in the earlier 
award . So in the normal course the workers should have joined duty and 
placed their demands regarding the rate of wages after such joining. 
Instead they are seen to have adopted a recalcitrant attitude making it 
impossible for the Management to implement the award . To me it appears 
that the workers are to thank themselves for the situation in which they are 
now placed . It cannot be said that there was any wilful denial of employ 
ment on the part of the Management . The argument that the Management 
fixed the rate of wages at Rs.4.50 with the ulterior motive of denying 
employment to the workmen by giving an offer reducing their wages is not 
acceptable as the wages offered was that of the other workers who were 
enrolled on a permanent basis . So there was no denial of employment on 
the part of theManagement . The issue referred has therefore to be answerep 
in favour of the Management and I do so . 

9. This is a case where the workers had been fighting for a fixity of 
employment for a decade now . It is unfortunate that the dispute had been 
dragged on for such a long period in spite of Ext. W14 award . The Manage 
ment who had expressed their willingness to entertain these workers cannot 
take advantage of the fact that these unfortunate workmen did not join 
duty under some misapprehension or other . I direct the Management in 
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such circumstances to reinstate workers M /s Kuttappan and Subramonian as 
regular workers on their establishment on the pay applicable: to the regular 
workers giving them extra benefits if any as and when the lacquering work 
is done . The brokol . period from the date of the coming into force of Ext . 
W14 award till the expiry of thirty days of the publication of this award 
will not be taken into account as part of the service for any purpose . Or 
course the period prior to this broken period will be tacked on to future 
service . No costs in the circumstances. An award is passed in the above 


terms. 


10. This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its publication in the Government Gazette . 


Ernakulam , 

N. SUKUMARAN, 
22-9-1980 . 

Presiding Officer. 

Appendix 
Witnesses examined on the Union s side : 

WW1 Shri Kuttappan 

WW2 Velayudhan 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side : 

MWI Shri Anilkumar C. Shah 
Exhibits narked on the Union s side : 
Ext.W1.A etter dated 5-12-1974 from the Management to Mis 

K.N.Kuttappan and K.V.Subramanian 
W2.A letter dated 28-11-1974 from the lanagement to the 

Union . 
W3.A letter dated 3-12-1974 from the Manag nent to the Union . 
W4 . 17-12-1974 

do . 
W5 . 19-12-1974 

de . 
W6 . 24-12-1974 

do . 
W7. 29-12-1974 

do . 
W8 . 1-1-1975 

do . 
W9 . 6-1-1975 

do . 
W10 . 6-1-1975 

de . 
WI . 1. - 1-1975 

cio . 
W12 . 16-1-1975 

do. 
W13 . 17.1-1975 

do . 
W14 . Copy of the award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in 

I.D.No.16 /1972 . 
Exhibit marked on the Management s side : 
Ext.Ml. A letter dated 4-4-1975 from the Management to the District 

Labour Micer , Trichur. 


9 ) 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. ( Rt.) No. 1255/80/ LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 41h September 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dis 
pute between the Manager, Raj Transports, Ponnuveettil Lane, Trichur- 1 
and their workmen represented by the Secretary , Trichur District Road . 
Transport Employees Union , Ceylon Lodgings, Trichur- l received by 
Government on 28-8-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947). 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA 

Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 21st day of August, 1980 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B.SC., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 38 of 1979 
(Old No. I. D. 1 of 1977 ) 

Between 
The Manager, Raj Transports, Ponnuveettil Lane , Trichur - 1 

And 
The workmen of the above establishment represented by the 
Secretary , Tricur District Road Transport Employees 

Union , Ceylon Lodgings, Trichur- l . 
Representations : 
ShriM. Venugopalan , 
Advocate, 

For Management 
Trichur- 1 . 
Shri A. S. Menon , 
Advocate , 

For Union 
Trichur- 3 . 
G.A. 740 /J. 
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AWARD 
Dismissal of Shri T. Gopinathan , a conductor of a bus operated by 
the Management involved in this case is the subject matter of the reference 
made by Government as per G. O. (Rt.) No. 1613 /76 /LBR dated 
18-12-1976 . 

II. The validity of the domestic enquiry w.is seriously challenged by 
the Union and therefore I tried that i sue in the first instance and found as 
per my order dated 25-7-1980 that the enquiry was proper. I have further 
found therein that the findings of the Enlisy Officer are correct. The 
facts necessary for the disposal of the case have been narrated in that order . 
Therefore I am extracting the same in full for ready reference . 

" ORDER 
Shri T. Gopinathan , a Conductor, was dismissed by his employer 
Raj Transports, Trichur. The dismissal was after a domestic enquiry . 
The charge against him was that he refused to obey a direction issued to 
hica by the Manager of the concern on 26-11-1975 to do duty in bus No. 
K. L. R. 1954 from the next day onwards and further refused to accept a 
memo issued repeating the same direction the next day and abstained from 
duty from 28-11-1975 onwards. He was therefore asked to show cause why 
action should not be initiated against him . Show ciuse notice was 
23-11-1975 to which he subunitted his explanation on 3-12-1975 . Therein he 
denied the allegation that he was orally issued instructions to do duty in 
K.L.R. 1951 on 26-11-1975 . He further stated therein that he was not 
issued any memo on 27-11-1975 . On the other hand he stated therein that 
he was working as a Conductor in K.L.R. 9553 from 21-11-1975 till 
4.30 p.m. on 27-11-1975 and that when he remitted the collection on the 
27th he was directed not to report for duty thereafter. Thus there was 
illegal denia ofwork to him . To cover up that illegal act the Manage 
mentraised false allegations and therefore he was innocent. This explanation 
was found unsatisfactory and that was how formal charges on the same 
allegation were framed and the domestic enquiry ordered . 

2. The domestic enquiry was conducted by an Advocate. He 
rendered his finding to the effect that the workmen was guilty of the charges. 
That finding was accepted by the Management and the punish nent of 
dismissal inflicted . The Union in its claim stalement challenged the validity 
of the domestic enquiry by saying that principles of natural justice were 
violated . It was also contended that the conclusions of the Enquiry Officer 
are perverse . The Management on the other hand in its written statement 
pleaded that there was a proper domestic enquiry. In view of the rival 
contentions the issue regarding the validity of the domestic enquiry was 
tried as a preliminary point. 

3. When the case came up for cvidence it was conceded on behalf of 
the Union that the enquiry as far as it relates to form and procedure was 
proper and therefore it is unnecessary to examine the Enquiry Officer. So 
the documents relating to the enquiry were marked on consent as Exts.MI 
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to M3. 


Ext. Mi is the charge. That was admittedly served on the 
workman . The workman had notice of the enquiry. He participated 
throughout. He pleaded not guilty initially when the charge was read out 
by the Enquiry Officer to him . Thereupon three witnesses for the Manage 
ment were examined . All the three witnesses were cross -examined by the 
worker . The worker had sufficient notice of the names of the witnesses in 
advance. He was also given copies of the documnts 7 in number that were 
proved through the Management s witnesses. The workman give a list of 
witnesses containing thrce names including himself. Himself and the other 
two persons were examined as defence witnasses. Ext. M2 contains the 
deposition of the witnesses. They are all signed by the workman . This it 
is evident that theworkman was given all opportunities io defend himself by 
participating 

the enquiry 

It is in these unces that the 
learned coasei appearing on behalf of the Union co ice ice that the enquiry 
in form and procedure was proper. 


4. The only attack against the enquiry is there is no basis for the 
conclusion rcached by the Enquiry Oficer in his report which is Ext. 13 . 
The finding is characterised by the Union as pervers . We have to see 
how far this criticisin is correct. MW1 is the Mana e of the blistument. 
He has given evidence that he gave oral instructions to Shri Gopinathan in 
the evening of 26-11-1975 that he liss to do duty from the next day awards 
in K.L.R.4964. It is the adınitted case that Shri Gopin tan wis the 
Conductor of another bus K.LR. 9553 for about a w.kull that day . 
Thc Conductor in charge of KL.R. 4964 till 26-11-1975 was the third 
witness in the enquiry . According to witness No. 1 and 3 ihe new mange 
ment was for an exchange of the bu es between the iwo Conducors . 
Witness No. 2 is another Cond ctor of the same concern . Witness Vos . 2 and 3 
have corroborated witness No.1 on the matter of the coal instruction given 
on 26-11-1975 . Ext . M2 at the enquiry is a report sub nitted by the first 
wilness before the Proprietor on 26-11-1975 under the testation of witne s 
Nos . 2 and 3 narrating the refusal of the oral instruction said a luave been 
issued . The document is also proved by the three witnesses . Vothing has 
been brought out in the examination of th : thre : Vanagem ni s witnesses 
to show that what they swear is not true . As a matter of faci no suggestions 
are even made as to why witness Nos . 2 and 3 who are the co -workers of 
Shri Gopinathan gave false evidence against him . Ext . Miat the enquiry 
is said to be the memo issued on 27-11-1975 to Shri Gopinathan repeating 
the oral instruction of the previous day to be effective froin the next date . 
All the three witnesses examined have stated that the memo was attempted 
to be served on Shri Gopinathan and that he refused it in the evening of 
27-11-1975 . Ext.M3 at the enquiry is the report submitted by the first witness 
before the proprietor regarding that refusal. Witness Nos. 2 and 3 are 
also attestors to that report. It is the admitted case that Shri Gopinathan 
did not do duty in any bus from 28-11-1975 onwards. According to the 
Management his deliberate absence caused great inconvenience and loss to 
it as it took some time to make alternate arrangements. 
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5. As against the above evidence on the side of the Management 
Shri Gopinathan as DW1 gave evidence in support of his defence that he 
was denied work without any reason from the afternoon of 27-11-1975 . 
The other two witnesses on his side were examined to corroborate him on 
that aspect. But those witnesses have admitted that they hail from places 
far away from Trichur and they happened to be present near the office of 
the Management on the particular day by chance. They say that 
Shri Gopinathan is not known to them intimately and that they had only 
casually seen him as a Conductor in the bus. The two witnesses are 
close relations according to their own admissions. They have stated that 
there were several other persons of the same locality present near the 
office of the Management in the evening of 27-11-1975 . The third 
witness has stated that he participated as a witness as directed by the 2nd 
witness . All these circumstances show that these witnesses who are close 
relations have some special reason to come and give evidence . It is not 
known as to why Shri Gopinathan has preferred these witnesses to the 
persons of the locality who admittedly were present at the relevant time. 
It is not safe to prefer the versions of these witnesses to those of 
Shri Gopinathan s co -workers who have figured as the witnesses for the 
Management. It is also important to notice that Shri Gopinathan did not 
raise any complaint regarding the alleged denial of work till his expla 
nation was submitted on 3-12-1975 . In the ordinary course he should 
have complained to the Proprietor if the Manager had denied work to him 
without any cause on 27-11-1975 on the same day or early the next day. 
He did not do so . If we go by his version he simply left the place and 
returned only on 3-12-1975 . All these circumstances show that his expla 
nation is coined for the purpose of a defence without any element of 
truth . 

6. The learned counselappearing on behalf of the Union vehemently 
argued before me that the fact that Shri Gopinathan attended duty on 
27-11-1975 is a sufficient circumstance to disbelieve the version of the 
Management. The argument as it goes is to the effect that ShriGopinathan 
would not have been permitted to do duty on the 27th had he denied the 
oral instructions issued the previous evening. But we have to remember 
that the change that was intended was not accepted by Shri Gopinathan 
when orally conveyed to him . The Manager could not do anything in 
the circumstances on his own account and so he filed the report detailing 
the incident to the Management. It was at the instance of the Management 
that written memo directing him the implementation of the change was 
issued on the 27th . In the meanwhile Shri Gopinathan continued on duty 
as before. That circumstance does not cast any doubt on the bona fides of 
the Management s case. So the argument cannot help the workman in 
any way . 

7. From the available evidence at the enquiry the only reasonable 
conclusion that could be drawn is that Shri Gopinathan committed the 
misconducts alleged . So the finding is not in any way perverse. On the 
other hand it is correct and proper. I find that the enquiry was valid and 
the finding is correct " . 
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III . "What remains to be considered is as to whether the workman is 
entitled to any reliefs in the matter of punishment. According to the 
learned counsel ppearing on behalf of the Union the misc nduct alleged 
is so minor that a warning would have served as ade ;uate pu ishment. 
On the other hand the argument advanced by the learned counsel for the 
Management is that the refusal of the workman to obey the direction to 
do duty in a particular bus is very gra e and nothing short of dismissal 
will mi et the ends of justice . The argumint is that an Operator having 
large number of employees and buses will necessarily have to change the 
operating crew in the exigencies of service and if the workers refused to 
apply with certain directions then it will be impossible to maintain 
discipline and operate the business efficiently . This is a case where the 
workman is seen to have adopted a recalcitrant attitude. The oral 
instruction issued by the Manager of thc concern was flouted ,and the 
workman continued to do duty in the bus from which he was transferred 
to anuther. Subsequently he refused the written memo issued ordering 
the transfer. These are seen to have been done in the presence of the other 
workers. The attempt of the workman was nothing but a calculated 
move to humuliate the Management. Such a person cannot normally be 
retained in service in the best interest of all concerned . That being the case 
I find no reason to interfere with the punishment or to grant any reliefs to 
the workman . In the result an award is passed confirming the cismissal. 


Camp: Kottayam , 

21-8-1980 . 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer . 


Appendix 


Exhibits marked on the Management s side : 

Ext. Mi. Charg s issued to Shr Gopi atlan . 

M2 Deposition of witness No. 1 in the enquiry . 
M3. R.:port of the enquir . 
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Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 1508180/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 28th October 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court , Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between Mrs. K. V. Vimala , Proprietor, Raj Transport, Patturaikal, Trichur 
and their workmen represented by the Secretary , Trichur District 
Private Transport Labour Congress, Kuruppam Road, Trichur- 1 
received by Government on 24-10-1930 is hereby published under section 
17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 16th day of October 1980 

Present 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. SC ., B. L. 

Presiding Officer 

In 
I , D. No. 72 of 1979 
(Old No. I. D. 36/1978 ) 

Between 
Mrs. K. V , Vimala Proprietor, Raj Transport, Patturaikal, Trichur 

And 
The workmen of the above concern represented by the Secretary , 
Trichur District Private Transport Labour Congress, Kuruppam Road, 
Trichur- 1 . 
Representations: 
Shri M. Venugopalan , 

For Management 
Advocate , Trichur 
Shri M. Sukumaran , 

For Union . 
Advocate, Trichur 
G , A. 793 /V . 
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AWARD 
Dismissal of Shri B. A.Mony is the issue referred for adjudication by 
Government as per G. O. (Rt.) No. 749/78 /L & H dated 29-4-1978 . 

2. The claim advanced by the Union is that Mr. Mony who was 
working as a Conductor of the Management concern was dismissed without 
any sufficient reason . The Management dismissed him raising some false 
allegations and conducting a socalled enquiry without giving sufficient 
opportunity to defend himself . The dismissal has to be vacated and 
reinstatement ordered . 

3. The Management in its written statement contends that Shri Mony 
who was employed as an Acting Conductor , 

committed grave acts 
of misconduct by misappropriating the fare collected from the passengers 
without issue of tickets and that misconduct was proved in a domestic 
enquiry . He was accordingly dismissed on valid reasons. 

There are no 
grounds to interfere with that dismissal. 

4. In the rejoinder the allegation of misappropriation is denied . It 
is further stated that there was no proper enquiry . 

5. When the case came up for evidence the learned counsel appearing 
on behalf of the Union reported that he has no instruction from his client. 
There was no one else to represent the Union and therefore it was set 
exparte and the Management asked to prove its case . 

6. Tho Proprietor of the Management concern has sworn to an 
affidavit in which it is stated that the dismissal was effected after conducting 
a proper domestic enquiry . The enquiry papers are also filed by the 
Management. The fact that the Union is not interested in prosecuting the 
claim is a sufficient circumstance from which it can be inferred that there is 
no valid claims to be pressed- The enquiry papers produced taken along 
with the affidavit filed by the Management show that there was a proper 
domestic enquiry. The misconduct proved is misappropriation by a 
Conductor of the bus. In such circumstances the dismissal is proper. 
Therefore the employee is not entitled to any reliefes. 

In the result an 
award is passed confirming the dismissal of Shri B. A. Mony . 
(Camp) Kottayam ,. 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
16-10-1980 . 

Presiding Officer, 
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AWARD 
This reference made by Government as per G. O. Rt. No. 1426 /72/LTA 
dated 22-12-1972 concerns the dismissal of Shri C. S. Somanathan Nair by 
the Kottayam Wholesale . ( o-cpérative Consumers Stores Limited . The 
charge upheld agains: him in a domestic enquiry conducted by the 
Disci linary Action Committee of the above Society was that he did not 
hand over the charge of account books and cash balance held by him in his 
capacity as the Cashier on his transfer from that post on 14-10-1969 to 
successor Shri V. V. Abraham . The validity of the domestic enquiry was 
seriously challenged by the workman and therefore that matter was tried 
by me and di poscd of as a preliminary issue as per my order dated 
25-7-1979 . The facts necessary for the disposal of the case have been 
narrated by me in detail in that order which I shall here extract to avoid 
reperition : 

" ORDER 
The Kott..yam Wholesale Co-operative Consumers Stores Ltd. No. 
K 162, Kottayam hereinafter referred to as the Society , dismissed St 
C. S. S manathan Na r, one of the employees as pe: Ext. M1 C ) oraux 
dated 2-2-1972 on the basis of the findings in a domestic enquiry. 
Conciliation having failed The Government have referred the case for 
adjudication . The validity of the domestic enquiry is seriously challenged 
by the workman . So that matter was tried and heard as a preliminary 
issue It is conceded by both sides that the va idi.y of the domestic enquiry 
including the correctness of the findings arrived at may be dec.ded at this 


stage itself. 


2 . A few facts nccessary to understand the background of the dispute 
are to be stated here. Shri Somanathan Nair was functioning as a Cashien 
of the Societ . from 1964. Whilc so the Secretary of the Society transferrea 
liim as per Ext. W2 on 14 10-1969 to the Godown Section . In Ext: W2 the 
employee was directed to hand over charge with immediate effect to on 
V. V. Abraham . Accordingly Shri Somanathan Nair handed over charge 
as per Ext. W3 on 14-10-1969 itself. The next day he filed Ext: W4 
complaitbefore the Secretary questioning the regularity of his transfer and 
requesting for a cancellation of the same. There was no reply to that 
request. Instead the Secretary on 16-10 1969 issued Ext. W5 notice by 
registered post to this employee pointing out that the Gover ment Develop 
ment loan bonds and debenture certificates in favour of the Society entrusteu 
to him for safe custody were not handed over on 14-14-1969. He was 
directed therein to hand over those documents to Shri V. V. Abraham 
within 24 hours . In addition there was a threat of further steps in case of 
failure . Shri Somanathan Nair promptly issued Ext. W6 reply in answer 
to Ext. W5 asserting that he was never in charge of the documentsmentioned 
in the notice . This was followed by yet auother notice of ihe Secretary and 
that is Ext. W7 dated 24-10-1979 by repeating th : allegation in the earlier 
notice . It was further stated that some more documents entrusted to 
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Shri Somanathan Nair remained to be re urned . The documents enumerated 
therein are share certificates from the Kerala Co-operative Consumers 

deration , National D :f nce Certificates, fixed deposit receipts and the 
account oooks and cash balance in respect of the Staff Benefit Fund . Chere 
was a direc ion for returning all the docuinents to the Secretary nimself 
within 24 h .Jurs. It was also indicated that further action will be taken 
in case of failure. In his reply to Ext. W7, which is Ext . W8 dated 
27-10-1969 the employee denied responsibility and possession of documents 
mentioned . It was further stared therein that additional! allegations are 
araised without any bonafides. There was al o a further allegation that the 
Secretary nimself was responsible for the cash and accounts, if any, in 
relation to the Staff Benefit Fund and that the attempt was to shurk his 
responsibility in relation to the same. On the 4th of November 1969.f.be 
Secretary placed Shri Somanathan Nair under suspension pending enquiry 
as per Ext. W9 order. Formal charges were framed and a charge -cum 
notice regarding the enquiry fixed on 14-2-1970 was issued on 7-2-1970 . That 
15 Ext. W10 . On 12-2-1970 the workman wrote Ext. W11 letter to the 
-Secretary acknowledging receipt of Ext. W10 and expressing his intention to 
participate in the domestic enquiry But it was stated therein that the 
faware to mention the names of witnesses and the list of documents in the 
charge is prejudicial to him . The workman did not present himself for the 
enquiry on 14-2-1970 . The enquiry was adjourned to 24-2-1970 as could be 
seen from Ext . M 7 enquiry proceedings for 14-2-197 ). Ext. Wi registered 
notice intimating the adjourned date gave the nam :s of three witnesses 
rugposed to be examined . The work man was in ormed tnat he is at liberty 
to cross-examine the witnesses and to examine his own witnesses. 

3. The enquiry was conducted by the Disciplinary Committee of the 
Society . They recorded the statement of the accused employee b.fore ex 
amining the three wit esses mentioned in Ext WI. Thereafter three more 
wainesses were examined on another day. The case was finally heard on 
6-5-1970 . But Ext. Mi ( a ) findings were rendered much later. he exact 
date of the findings is not given in Ext.MI (a ). l his findings were accepted 
in the resolution of the Disciplinary Committee on 21-1-1972 . The oniy 
charge upheld was that the employee failed to hand over the acco inti a : d 
cash in relation to the Staff Benefit Fund . Hewas not found guilty of the 
other charge of failure to hand over bonds, debenture certificates etc., 
According to the Society the case was reposted for hearing with due notice 
to the employee to 26-10-1970 . This became necessary as the Disciplinary 
Committee was re -constituted before the case was disposed of. What is 
alleged by the Society is that the workman appeared on 26-10-1970 before 
the new Disciplinary Committee and stated thathe has nothing more to say 
and that he has no objection in the new committee disposing of the 
the available records . A record made to that effect on 26-10-1979 in the 
enquiry file is alleged to have been signed by this employee . Bit the 
Employee s contention is that he had no notice of such a posting and that the 
signature appearing therein against his name is not genuine . 


case on 
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4. There is only a concise attack in the claim statement of the Union 
regarding the validity of the come tic enquiry and that is to the effect that 
there was no proper enquiry and there was only of a show of an enquiry . 
But various objcctions are raised at the trial. Í shall deal with those ob 
jections one by onc . 

5. It is said on behalf of the workman that the Society was victimising 
the workman . The society is managed by its Board of Directors and as 
per Ext. M6 bye- laws the Secretary is the Chief Executive Officer, who 
can initiate disciplinary proceedings against the subordinate staff . The 
Secretary has power to suspend the other employees. No bias is attributed 
by the workman to the Board of Directors or the members of the Disciplint 
ary Committee. I may State there that the Disciplinary committee is three 
out of the Board Members elected by the Board as per Rule 13 of the special 
bye-laws appended to Ext. M6. What is attempted to be shown by the 
workman is that the Secretary had an axe to grind against this workman . 
But the enquiry was conducted by Board Members in their capacity as 
memb :rs of the Disciplinary Committee and the findings rendered by them 
In the first place no bias is attributed to themembers of the Disciplinary 
Committee . Secondly there is nothing ,on record from which it can be said 
that they have any special reason to get rid of this particular cmployee . So 
the allegation that the disciplinary proceedingswere initiated in an a tempt 
to victimise the workman and that therefore the enquiry proceedings are 
vitiated has really no force . 

6. The workman admittedl, had due notice of the enquiry . Inspite of 
that he was not present on the 1st posting date . The disciplinary Commit 
tee is seen to lave adjourned the case The case was posted to several 
dates and the witnessess examined for the Management were all cross-ex 
amined by the employee. The employee is seen to have stated that he has 
no defence evidence . The oral submissions made regarding the evidence 
collected at the hearing on 6-5-1970 by the employee is scen recorded in 
full in Ext. Ml enquiry file. There is no compiaint on any of these aspects . 
But the main complaint is that the Disciplinary committee which recorded 
the evidence and heard the case finally on 6-5-1970 did not dispose of the 
case and that a new Committee rendered the findings without notice to the 
workman . But it can be seen from Ext . M3 minutes that the new Disci 
plinary Committee resolved to give notice to all the employees in pending 
disciplinary cases (there were quite a few like this ) and to hear the cases 
again . Notices are seen to have been issued under certificate of posting to 
the concerned employees and Ext. M4 is the certiticate concerning Shri 
Somanathan Nair. The enquiry file Ext. Ml showsthat Shri Somanathan Nair 
appeared on 26-10-1970 and made his submission that he has no objection 
in the new committee disposing of the case on the available evidence . There 
it is recorded that Somanathan has stated that he has no further evidence . 
It is alleged that the signature appearing below the proceedings on 
26-10-1970 is that of Shri Somanathan Nair. That it is so is sworn to by 
MWS 1 and 2, the two members of the Disciplinary Committee, who were 
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present on that day . Both of them swear in clear and unambiguous terms 
that the signature appearing therein was affixed by Sori Somanaihan Nair . 
That signature co npares very favourably with the other admitted signatures 
in Ext. MI. MWs 1 and 2 are Advocates and their integrity is not seen 
challenged in cross -examination . I find no reason to disbelieve them 
especially when viewed in the light of Exts . M3, M4 and the appearance of 
the signature. Then it follows that the contention that the employee was 
not present on 26-10-1970 cannot be accepted as truc . Even otherwise 
there is no irregularity in a new Disciplinary Committee disposing of the 
case that was pending when they took charge. In this connection we have 
to remember that the duration of a Disciplinary Committee is only as long 
as the term of the Board of Directors is in force . So the attempt to show 
that prejudice has been caused on account of the change in the membership 
of the Disciplinary Committee has really no merit . 

7. Rule 13 of the special bye- laws in Ext. M6 is to the effect that 
disciplinary actions are to be taken by the Sub -Committee of the Board 
consisting of three members elected from among them . It can be seen from 
Exts. M7 to MIO proceedings and Ext Mi enquiry file that only two of the 
members of the sub-comirittee participated in the enquiry except on 
14-2-19 : 0 on which day all the three were present. The argument advanced 
on behalf of the workman is that all the three members should have partici 
pated in the enquiry in so far as no quorum is fixed any where in the bye 
laws. True it is that no quorum is fixed for the sub -committee. But we 
have to remember that the sub -committee constituted under Rule 13 is for 
disciplinary action and not for domestic enquiry. No special provision is 
made regarding the domestic enquiry. It is open to the disciplinary 
committee to conduct the domestic enquiry by itself or to cause it to be 
conducted by one or more of them or through an independent agency . So 
the objection that the entire proceedings are vitiated on account of the non 
participation of one or other of themembers of the sub -committee in the 
enquiry proceedings has really no merit . 

8. Ext. MI (a ) findings are seen to have been signed only by MWs 1 
and 2. The third member of the sub -committee is not a signatory to it . 
This is a grave irregularity, according to the union . Here again the 
reasoning mentioned above applies with equal force . 

9. Another objection is that the full strength of the disciplinary 
committee did not decide to inflict the punishment of dismissal. Ext. MÍ 
(b ), copy of the resolution , said to have been made by the full sub 
committee was not signed by anyone. The date shown in Ext. Mi (b ), 
unsigned copy , was 21-2-1972. Realising the defect in Ext. Mi (b ) the 
management produced before the original minutes of the sub - committee 
held on 21-1-1972 with a true copy attested by all the three members of the 
sub - committee at the time of arguments and I am marking the same for 
reference as Ext. Mi (bl). It is argued on behalf of the workman that it is 
easy for the society to cook up the original of Ext. Mi (bl ) at any time. 
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But that minutes book is szen to have been kept in the ordinary course of 
business and I have no hesitation to accept the same as genuine. The 
month shown as February in Ext.Mi (b ) can only the result of a typing 
error as we do not find any resolution like. Ext. MI (b ) on 21-2-1972 in the 
minute book . Barring this error the contents of Exts. MI (b) and M1 (61) 
and the original minutes are identical. So Ext. Mi (bl) can be taken as 
genuine and it is to the effect that the full strength of the disciplinary 
committee hd accepted the findings in Ext.Mi (a ) and decided to dismiss 
the workman . 

10. Yet another objection is that the disciplinary committee examined 
the employee first instead of examining the Societies witnesses. What is 
seen from Ext. MI (a ) is tha the workman was asked in the first instance to 
have his say. He gave a detailed statement. He was not examined as a 
witness nor was he cross -examined . So there is no irregularity in the 
procedure. On the other hand the committee was giving him an opportunity 
to explain his position before evidence was adduced on behalf of the 
management. 

11. As already mentioned the naines of only three witnessess were shown 
in Ext. Wi. Those three witnesses were examined on 7-4-1970 and 9-4-1970 . 
Thereafter on 22-4-1970 three more witnesses were examined . They are 
Shri V. V. Joseph, the person to whom charge was handed over by Shri 
Somanathan Nair as per Ext. W3, Shri T. V. Abraham , the then Secretary 
who initiated disciplinary action and Shri Kurian , the Assistant Secretary. 
The complaint is that the examination of the additional witnesses had 
prejudiced the workman . Th s argument has great force. 

This is a cise 
where the workman was told earlier in answer to his claim for the list of 
witnesses intended to be examined that there are three witnesses . 
No doubt it is not stated that there are only three witnesses. But 
he reasonable interence that could be drawn in the light of Exts W11 and 
N1 is that the management will examine only the three witnesses. The 
vorkman normally must have cross-examined those three witnesses under 
he impression that they are the only witnesses, giving evidence against him . 
But later three more witnesses are seen to have been introduced . If these 
vitnesses were also intended to be examined then their names should have 
reen given when the list was supplied . I have to accept the argument that 
his procedure had really caused prejudice to the workman . Barring this 
rregularity the enquiry proceedings was in accordance with the principles 
of natural justice . It is not biased . 

12. Now the question remains as to whether the findings rendered can 
easonably be drawn from the available records. This is a case where the 
vorkman even from the very beginning disputed the existence of the Staff 
fenefit Fund . He is seen to have raised that complaint in Ext. W8 reply to 
Ext. W7. It is alsu important to note that the failure to hand over 
he accounts and cash relating to Staff Benefit Fund alone is the 
pheld . But this allegation was noc pointed out in the earlier notice 
Ext. W5. In Exts . W5 and W7 notices failure to surrender 

the more 
mportant documents such as bonds, debentui es etc. are given proininence. 
but it was later found that those documents were not in the custody of this 
mployee . 
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13. The Disciplinary Commitee is seen to have proceeded on the wrong 
assumption that there is no dispute regarding the existence of the Stafi 
Benefit Funds and the accounts relating to it . That it is so is evidence from 
Ext. MI (a ) as well as the testimony of MWI. But the workman is seen 
to have disputed its existence in his reply Ext. W8. He is also seen to have 
put suggestive questions to the witnesses who said that there is such a fund . 
The Disciplinary Co :nmittee did not consider the evidence of the 
witnesses in Ext. Mi (a) . There is only a sweeping statement that 
witnesses have given evidence to the effect that Soninathin Nair 
was in 

possession of the funds and accounts of the Staff Benefit 
Funds. According to the Disciplinary Committee the witnesses 
definite about that aspect. But the statements of the witnesses are just the 
other way round . The first witness Sri Samuel examined at the enquiry 
did not say anything about the Staff Benefit Fund or its accounts. The 
second witness Shri N. D.Gopalachandran stated in the chief examination 
itself that he is not sure as to whether there is any such account. Ofcourse, 
he claims to have taken a loan from the Staff Beacfit Fund. He stated in 
chief examination that he was paid by Somanathan . But when 
examined he stated that he is not sure as to who gave him themoney . 
In other context he said that he had seen a 200 page book on the table of 
Somanathan Nair, which according to him is the account book . It goes 
without saying that this witness is not at all definite in his answer : regarding 
Shri Somanath in Nair s responsibility in keeping the accounts and cash of 
the staff Benefit Fund , if any. 

14 The next witness Shri Alexand - r claims to have taken a loan 
from the Staff Benefit Fund . According to him , Shri Somnathan Nair is 
keeping a small note book of 40 pages for this account. Shri Kurian , the 
next witness has only hearsay information rigarding the exis:ence of this 
account. What he says that there was a wordy quarrel between Shri 
Somanathan Nair and Shri T. V. Abraham , the Secretary , the day prior to 
the transfer of the former regard ng the accounts of the Staff Bencfit Fund . 
Shri V. V. Abraham , the new Cash er, who took charge from Shri 
Somanathan Nair is silent about the sia l Benefit Fund . Shri T. V. 
Abraham , the Secretary , has given evidence that the Staff Benefit Fund and its 
accountwere handed over to him by the prior Secretary and that later he 
handed over charge of tie same to Shri Somanathan Nair, Tae date of 
handing over is not mentioned . No records are al o produced to show 
that there was such a handing over, eventhough it is mentioned ia Ext. W9 
suspension order that the accounts and cash were handed over to him as per 
recordsmaintained in the So iety. It is also pertinent to note in this 
connection that even now I am not told as to how exactly is the Staff 
Benefit Fund constituted and utilised . What MWI swears is that funds not 
connected with the Society se zeived by it is ntilised as a fund like this . I 
do not know as to why a Society like this is having such an intorni fund . 
There mustbe so.ne record to show tha : cher is such fund coas ituted 
under some authority and the suine is entrusted to any secula: employee . 
In the absence of such records there must be clear evidence . Such evidence 
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is not seen to have been collected at the enquiry . So it cannot be said that 
the findings are supported by thematerial in evidence . 

In other words the 
findings based on unacceptable evidence and rend :red without giving 
reasons is perverse. For that reason the findings are not acceptable. The 
enquiry is also vitiated though there is only the solitary irregularity pointed 
out above . So my conclusion is that the findings at the enquiry cannot be 
accepted ” . 

II . Afte the above order the Management op :ed to adduce fresh 
evidence before this Court. MWs 3 to 5 were examined and Exts . M12 to 
M18 were marked through them . The workman did not adduce any fresh 
evidence. 

III . The order extracted above had in icated that the enquiry held 
was not valid for two reasons, viz., ( 1) that three fresh witnesses were 
examined without giving their names in the original list and (2 ) the question 
regarding the existence of a staff benefit fund and its accounts was not 
considered . I have held that the enquiry in other respects did not violate 
the principles of natural justice in any way . 

Two of the three witnesses 
additionally examined at the enquiry have been examined as MWs. 4 and 
5 now . The other witness Shri V. V. Abraham was not examined . 
Therefore his evidence at the enquiry cannot be considered . But the other 
evidence adduced at the enquiry can also be considered at this stage as held 
by the Supreme Court in the workmen of Firestone Tyre & Rubber 
Company v . The Management (1973 I LLJ 278 ) wherein it was held that 
the expression “ materials on record ” takes in (1) the evidence adduced at 
the domestic enquiry, (2) the evidence adduced before the Tribunal or 
Labour Court while considering the validity of the domestic enquiry and (3 ) 
the evidence adduced afresh for the first time in support of the action before 
the Tribunal. 

IV . Shri Somanathan Nair has no case that he handed over the 
charge of the accounts and cash balance in relation to the Staff Benefit 
Fund on his transfer to Shri V. V. Abraham . On the other hand his 
contention is that he was not in charge of that Fund and its account if there 
was any such Fund . 

His contention regarding the existence of the Fund is 
not by way of an absolute denial, but it is limited to " if at all any " . At 
the enquiry this contention was not noticed by the Disciplinary Action 
Committee and they proceeded as though the existence of the Fund was 
admitted . The Management also did not concentrate on this aspect on 
such a mistaken assumption . When that matter was pointed out by me in 
my preliminary order the Management had atteinpted to show that there 
was in fact such a Fund and that Shri Som nathan Nair in his capacity as 
the Cashier was handling the same and its accounts . MW3 is the Asst. 
Secretary of the Society from 1970 onwards. He has given evidence that 
there is a Fund known by the name Staff Benefit Fund and that Shri 
Somanathan Nair was in charge of the Fund and its accounts. He has 
stated that he had availed of a loan from that Fund and that way also he is 
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aware that Shri Somanathan Nair was handling it . He has no direct 
knowledge regarding the manner in which this Fund was constituted , but 
states that he has hearsay in ormation that com nissions on insurance of th : 
as ets of the Soci ty whi h could not be creriited to the gen - ral assets of the 
Society were set apart as a separate fund for the benefit of the staff . He 
has stated further that this was not orijinally included as an asset of the 
Society but treated separately and that recently the l gal flaws had bean 
rectified and necessary recognition obtained for it . But no docuinent is 
produced in support of this claim . 

V. MW 4 was the Secretary of the Society on deputation from the 
Co-operative Department during the interv... 1968-70 . " It was during his 
term that disciplinary action was initiated against Shii Som inath n Nair . 
He states that the Staff Benefit Fund was constituted by utilising the 
commission on insurance of the buildings and the assets ofthe Soc ety . It is 
further stated by him that the Insuran e Agency was takrn in he nime of 
one of the employees and th : coinmis ion appropriated for formig the Funi. 
He too has no direct knowiedge regarding the cons itution of the Fund . But 
he says that he gathered the informtion officially when he took charge ani 
that he himself had put Shri Somanathan Nair in charge of the Funi and 
its accoun s . He proved Exts. M12 an 1 M14 applications as having been 
submitted by two employees fis sanctioning loan fr m this Fund in 1969. 
Accorsing to him he had sanctioned loans in those app ica ions and issued 
written directions therein tu the Cashier Shri Soininathan Nair to make 
necessary payments. He has also proved Exts . M13 and M 15 pctitions 
alleged to have been filed by the applicants in Exts. M12 and M14 res 
pectiv ly complaining that they were not paid the loans as sanctioned in 
their api lications by the Cashi r Shri Scman.than Nair , Ex . M16 dated 
15-10-1969 is said to be a similar complaint by another employec . That is 
also proved by the same wi:ness . 

VI. MW5 is the present Managing Director of the Sociсty . He was 
the Asst. Secretary of the Society during 1963-7 ). He is examined only to 
show that the antecedents of Shi Somanathan Nair are not very good . For 
that matter he has proved Exts. M17 and MI8 . 

VII . Exts . M12 to M16 if genuine would add sufficient strength to the 
oral evidence regarding the existence and the custody of the Stair Benefit 
Fund and its accoui ts. The learned counsel for the workman vehemently 
argued before me that those are documents concocted for the present purpose 
as according to the learned couns I they would have been produced at the 
domestic enquiry had they been real y available with the Management at 
that time. The an ,wer of the learned counsel for the Society is that it was 
not thought necessary to produce those docu rents at that stage and the 
necessity for production arose only with the passing ofmy preliminary order . 
Exts. M12 to M16 from the very appearance do not give the impression that 
they are recent creations as is criticised . They have been proved to be 
proper documents by MW4who is a responsible Officer of the Co -operative 
G.A.812 /B . 
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Department working on deputation with this Society . It is hard to believe 
h.t a witness like MW4 has any special reason to concoct documents like 
Exts. M12 to M16 . Exts. M13, M15 , and Mi6 are alleged to be tho 
complaints filed by the persons who were the co -employees of Suri 
Som nathan Nair . If he was serious enough in his contention that they are 
net genuine documents then it was open to him to come forward before this 
Court and sucar that he was not given the directions seen to have been issued 
in Exts . M12 und M14 . In these state of affairs Exts .M12 to M16 c n be 
treated as genuine documents . They give ample corroboration of the 
cvirtence ofMWs. 3 and 4 that there was in fact a Fund kuown by the name 
“ Staff Benefit Fund " in the charge of Shri Somanatlan Nair. Shri 
Somanathan Nair did not hand over charge of the Fund to Shri 
V.V. Abraham posted in his pl..ce on transfer inspite of the fact that he was 
directed to do so. Sy the charge against him in this regard stands proved . 

VIII . Now we come to the question to whether Shri 
Somanathan Nair deserves the punishment of dismissal or is he entitled to 
any other reliefs. 

Exts , M17 and M18 show that he had admitted the 
charge of having picked up a quarrel with another em loyee in January 
1963. However no action was taken on the basis o : Ext. MIŹ charge in the 
face of Ext. M : 8 admission . That is the only bad antecedent attributed 
to Shri Soman than Nair . But the misconduct now proved involves funds 
and its accurts . What is stated byMW4 in answer to my question was 
that the total amount involved was Rs. 3,000 and the balance in hand was 
ks. 1,000 . Realisation of the adv. nces made from the Fund and fu ther 
utilisation of the same for the benefits of the other employees by way of loans 
cou d not be made for a long time on account or the attitude adopted by 
Shri Somanathin Niir . In these state of affairs nothing short of dismiss í 
will be adequate punishment for the prved misconduct. Shri 
Somanathan Nair is therefore not entitlet to any reliefs . In the result 
an award is passed confirming the dismissal of Shri C.S. Soman than Nair. 
Ernakulam , 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
7-11-1980 . 

Presiding Officer . 

Appendix 
Witnesses examined on the Managemeni s side : 

MWI ShriM.P. Govindan Nair . 
MW2 P.C. Cherian . 
VW3 K. Balak ishnan Nair . 
MW4 T.V. Abraham . 

M65 N.C. Kurian . 
Witress examined on the Workman s ide : 

Nil. 
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Exibits marked on the Management s side : 
Ext. M 1 Enquiry proceedings file. 

M 1 (a ) Findir gs of the Staff Disciplinary Committee. 
MI(b ) Copy of the resolution of the Board dated 21-2-1972 . 
MI (bl ) True copy of the originalminutes o ! the Sub- Committee 

held on 21-1-1972 attested by the three members. 
M1(c ) Dismissal order dated 2-2-1972 
Mi(d ) Co. y of m mo dated 7-2-1970 issued by the Secretary to 

Shri Somanathan Mair. 
M 1 (e) Copy of suspen on order dated 4-11-1969 issued to Shii 

Somanathan Nair . 
M 2 Minutes of the meeting of the Staff Disciplinary Action 

Committee held on 6-5-1970 recorded in page 82 of the 

minutes book . 
M3 Minutes of the Staff Disciplin ry Action Committee held on 

19-10-1970 recorded in page 106 of the minutes book . 
M 4 Page 23 of outward register for the period from 29-8-1970 

to 27-1-1972. (Certificate of po tig) 
M 5 Minutes of the Staff Discipl nary Action Committee Meeting 

held on 26-10-1970 recorded in page 107 of the minutes 

book . 
M 6 Bye -lawsof the Society . 
M7 Co y of the minutes of the Staff Disciplinary Action 

Committee Meeting held on 14-2-1970 . 
M8 Copy of the minutes of do . do . on 7-4-1970 . 
M do . 

do . do . on 9-4-1970 . 
M10 

do. do . on 6-5-1970 . 
Mii Copy of the duties and responsibilities of staff . 
M12 Application dated 4-10-1969 by Shri P. C. Alexander 

for a loan of Rs. 50 . 
M13 A complaint dated 11-10-1969 submitted by Shri 

P.C. Alexander. 
M14 Application dated 8-10-1969 by Shri N.D. Gopalachandran 

for a loan of Rs. 50 . 
M15 A complaint daied 13-10-1969 submitted 

by Shri 
Gopalachandran . 
M16 A complaint dated 15-10-1969 submitted by Sri 

K.K. Abraham . 
M17 Copy of a memo dated 9-1-1968 issued to M /s. Rajan 

P. Jacob and C.S. Somanath in Nair. 
M18 Explanation dated 18-1-1968 submitted by 

Sri 
C.S. Somanathan Nair . 
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Exhibits marked on the workman s side : 
Ext. W 1 Memo dated 20-2-1970 issued to Shri Somanathan Nair by 

the Disciplinary Action Committee . 
W 2 Transfer order dated 14-10-1969 to Shri Somanathan Nair 

from the Secretary of the Society . 
W 3 Receipt from Shri V.V. Abraham dated 14-10-1969 to Shri 

Smanathan Nair . 
W 4 Copy of the letter dated 15-10-1969 from Shri 

Sominathan Nair to the Secretary . 
W 5 Notice dated 16-10-1969 from the Secretary to Shri 

Som anath in Nair . 
W 6 Copy of a letter dated 18-10-1969 from Shri Somanathan Nair 

to the Secretary . 
W 7 Letter dated 24-10-1969 from the Secretary . 
W 8 Copy of letter dated 27-10-1969 

from Shri 
Somanathan Nair to the Secretary . 
W 9 Proceedings No. A11/2753 dated 4-11-1969 of the Secretary . 
W10 Charge mem dated 7-2-1970 against Shri Somanathan Nair 

from ihe Secretary . 
W11 Copy of the explanation dated 12-2-1970 given by Shii 

Somanathan Nair to the Secretary . 
W12 Proceedings No. Estt /1/ 765 /1971-72 of the Secretary . 
W13 Copy of the petition given by Shri Somanathan Nair to the 

Dist. Labour Officer, Kottayam . 
W14 Letter No. B. 1991/72 dated 28-6-1972 of the Dist . Labout 

Officer , Kottayam addressed to Shri Somanathan Nair 
and the President of the Society . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1432/80/LBR . Dated, Tripandrum , 9th October 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the Managing Partner, The RathiMatch Works, Post Pozhekkap 
pally, Moovattupuzha and their workmen represented by the Secretary , 
Ernakulam District Match Factory Workers Union ,Moovattupuzha received 
by Government on 1-10-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of theGovernor , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 26th day of September, 1980 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B , Sc ., B. L. 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 175 Or 1979 
(OLD No. I. D. 80 OF 1977 ) 

Between 
TheManaging Partner , The Rathi Match Works, Post Pozhekkap 

pally , Moovattupuzha 

And 
The workmen of the above establishment represented by the 
Secretary, Ernakulam District Match Factory Workers Union , 

Moovattupuzha 
Representations: 
Shri B. S. Krishnan , 

For Management 
Advocate , Ernakulam . 
Shri K. Damodara Kurup , 
Advocate , Associated Law Chamber, For Union 
Cochin - 11 . 
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AWARD 


Government as per G. O. (Rt.) No. 1056 /77 /LBR dated 12-9-1977 
referred this dispute for adjudication to the Labour Court, Quilon where it 
was taken on the file as I. D. 80 of 1977. It was later transferred to this 
Court and re-filed in the present number . Pleadings were advanced before 
the case was transferred . 

. 2 . The stand taken up by the Union in its claim statement and the 
rejoinder is as follows : 

The Management on 26-12-1974 declared an illegal lock -out of the 
match factory where the two workmen were working . The Union in which 
these two workers were the office bearers raised an industrial dispute before 
the Conciliation Officer . The conciliation was dragged on for some time 
and the Management ultimately agreed to lift the lock -out and provide work 
to the large number of employees except these two. The management took 
up an adamant attitude that these workers could not provided work . 
Considering the hardship caused to the large number of workers who were 
thrown out of employment the Union then agreed to refer the dispute in 
relation to these two workmen for adjudication in order to create an 
atmosphere to provide work for the other workmen . Accordingly a settle 
ment was reached in the conciliation on 17-2-1975 as per which the 
Management resumed work . There was no reason for the Management to 
deny employment to these two workmen . They were not guilty of any 
misconduct nor was they charge -sheeted of any offence. The action of the 
Management is nothing but an attempt to victimise the Union leaders. 
They are therefore entitled to reinstatementwith all benefits . 

3. The Management in its written statement contends that these two 
workmen assaulted the Factory Foreman on 24-12-1974 and obstructed the 
other workmen who were willing to work therebymaking it impossible for the 
concern to function . So show cause notices were issued to them on 
25-12-1974 calling upon them to explain why action should not be taken 
against them for dismissal. They did not submit any explanation and 
therefore they were dismissed . That they deserve such a dismissal was 
cvident from the admission of the Union at the conciliation on 17-2-1975 to 
treat their case on a separate basis. The management is not aware as to 
whether they are Union leaders or not. At any rate the Management had 
no motive to victimise them . They have been dismissed for valid reasons 
and therefore they are not entitled to any reliefs . 

4. Admittedly there was no domestic enquiry into the charges alleged to 
have been to raised against the two workmen Sarvasree Ali and 
Narayanan Nair. These two workinen as WW2 and WWI respectively 
have given evidence before me that they have not committed any 
misconduct as is alleged by the Management. The Manager of the 
establishment examined as MWI did not give evidence that the two work 
men assaulted the Foreman on 24-12-1974 . All what is stated by MWI is 
that they obstructed the foreman from attending to his duty and thereby 
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prevented the working of the machine resulting in stoppage of work in 
other sections. The Foreman concerned was not examined . Tae 
explanation offered by MW1 is that he is laid up of a paralytic stroke. 
The above in short is the oral evidence and it needs hardly be stated thas 
we have only the interested version of the parties. Even there the Manage 
ment did not attempt to state that the grave misconduct attributed to the 
workmen of having assaulted the Foreman is true. 

5. The Management relies on Exts. M2 and M3 which are said 
to be office copies of show cause notices alleged to have been issued to 
Shri Narayanan Nair and Shri Ali on 21-12-1974 . The workmen 
deny having received the originals of Exts. M2 and M3. MWIpleaded 
inability to say as to how the originals of the notices were served on the 
workmen . There is nothing in evidence to indicate that those notices were 
served on the workmen . So the plea of the workmen that they were not 
served with the notices has to be acc pted as genuine . The failure to reply 
She notices therefore cannot be treated as a circumstance to assume that the 
workmen accepted guilt . 

6. It is admitted by WWI and WW2 that there was some dispute 
between the workmen and the Management regarding the employment of a 
Machine Driver on 24.12-1974 resulting in the dislocation of work and the 
lock -out of the factory . That this lock -out was lifted as per a conciliation 
settlement is evident from a copy of the settlement marked in evidence as 
Ext. Mi. There the Union and the Managem : nt agreed to resume work 
keeping Sarvasree Ali and Narayanan Nair out of employment and 
employing the rest of the workers. It was further agreed therein that the 
dispute relating to these workmen has to be referred for adjudication . 
That was on 17-2-1975. But the reference was made much later in 1977 
and is coming up for disposal only now . As already mentioned the delay 
in disposal after the reference was mostly due to the transfer that became 
necessary . 

7. From what has been stated earlier it is clear that the Management did 
not have sufficient material or justification for a dismissal . As a matter of 
fact there is no record to show that a dismissal was effected . Ext . MI 
indicates that there was no dismissal but only a dispute regarding the claim 
for providing work to these two workmen . So in effect this is a case of 
denial of employment to the two workmen . The management has not 
succeeded in establishing before me that there was any justification for 
denying employment to these two workmen . So naturally they are entitled 
to reinstatement. 

8. The learned counsel for the Management argued before me that the 
Management cannot be held responsible for the inordinate delay in deciding 
the dispute and therefore it cannot be held responsible for payident of back 
wages in case reinstatement is ordered . It is also argued that the two 
workmen are employed elsewhere and therefore direction for payment of 
arrears in wages camot be justified . Reliance is also placed on the absence 
of 

any mention by WWI and WW2 in their evidence that they are not 
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having enīployment elsewhere. Bu is not necessary for them to state so 
as the Union has pleaded in the claim statement that these workmen are 
out of employment ever since lock -out. But there is one other factor which 
requires serious notice . MWI has stated in his evidence that these two 
workmen are having their own business . This statement of MWIwas not 
questioned in cross-examination . So the unchallenged version ofMW1that 
the two workmen are profitably self employed is to be accepted . In these 
state of affairs a direction to pay the entire back wages cannot be justified . 
It appears to me that the workmen will have to forego half the arrears in 
wages. 

9. In the result an award is passed directing the Management to 
reinstate the two workmen Sarvasree K.M. Ali and M.K. Narayanan Nair 
with continuity of service. The workmen will also be paid fifty per cent of 
the arrears in back wages. 

10. This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its publication in the Government Gazette. 


Ernakulam , 
26-9-1980 . 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer. 


Appendix 


Witnesses examined on the Union s side: 

WW1 Shri Narayanan Nair. 

WW2 K.M. Ali , 
Witnesses examined on the Management s side: 

MWI Shri A. Vaikaprakasam . 
Exhibits marked on the Union s side: 

Nil . 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side : 
Ext. Mi Copy of settlement dated 11-2-1975 . 
M2 Copy of show cause notice dated 25-12-1974 issued to 

Shri K. M.Ali by the Management. 
M3 Show 

notice dated 25-12-1974 issued to Shri 
M. K. Narayanan by the Management. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Labour (Al Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 1431/80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 9th October 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the Divisional Manager, M /s Darsak Limited P. B. No. 1080, 
C. S. Road , Cochin - 11 and their workman Shri C. M , Sadanandan , 
Eilukattu House, South Parur, via frippunithura received by Government 
on 1-10-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order 

Governor , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary. 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 27th day of September, 1930 


Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. SC ., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 212 of 1979 
(Old No. I. D. 144 of 1977 ) 

Between 
The Divisional Manager, M /s Darsak Ltd. , P. B. No. 1080 , 

C. S. Road , Cochin - 11 . 

And 
The workman of the above estab islament Shri 
C. M. Sadanandan , Eilukattu House , 

South Parur, Via Trippunithura 
Representations: 

Shri K. V. R. Shenoi 
Advocate , 

For Management 
M /s Menon & Pai, 
Advocates, Ernakulam 
Shri M. Ramachandran , 

For Il orkman 
Advocate , Ernakulam . 
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AWARD 


Shri 


The is ue referred for adjudication by Government as per G.O. (Rt.) 
No. 1630 /77 /LBR dated 21-12-1977 is " dismissal of 
C. M. Sadanandan . " 

II. Shri Sadananda was dismis ed by his employer after a dometic 
enquiry into t voc uats of misconduct at ributed to him . The validity of 
the domestic enquiry was seriously challenged by the employee before me 
while pleading innocence of the charges . The validity of the domestic 
enquiry was tried by me as a preliminary issue wherein I have found as per 
my order dated 3-9-1980 that there was a pro ver enquiry . It was also 
held that the findings of guilt rendered by the Enquiry Officer are 
Facts necessary for the disposal of the case have been narrated in that 
order. Therefore I shall herc extract that order in full: 


correct . 


" ORDER 
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Shri Sadanandan while working as a Peon - cum -Packer of a limited 
Company engaged in distribution of allopathic drugs was dismissed alleging 
that he was guilty of two items of misconduct. The first charge was that 
he on 26-8-1975 assaulted Shri Hameed , another worker of the establishment, 
within its premises. For that matter a show cause notice was issued on the 
same day to which he submitted his explanations the next day pleading 
innocence . While matters stood so the Sales Officer of the Management 
had occasion to visit Dr. George of St. John s Hospital, Parur (near 
Udayamperoor) in a routine business trip on 27-8-1975 . Then Dr. George 
informed the Sales Officer that Shri Sadanandan had sold him one bottle 
of Alcyclin containing 100 caps les for Rs. 41.14 without a bill on 25-8-1975 
on the representation that it was issued to him (Sadanandan ) free of cost 
by the cistributor. The Sales Officer who was aware that there was no 
such free issue of costly drugs to the employees got suspicious. On his 
request the Doctor gave him a letter detailing the circumstances under 
which he happened to purchase the medicine from Shri Sadanandan . The 
medicine was also handed over to the Sales Offi who on return to the 
Heauquarters reported the inatter to his sup rior Officer. On verification 
it was found that the bottle was one aming the batch received by the 
establishment for distribution on 23-8-1975 , from which only two bulk sales 
were made before 25-8-1975 . The dealers who made those purchases were 
contacted to sie w.ether there was any sale or loss from the consignments 
purchased by them . They answered in the nega ive . So the Management 
suspected theft. It was a case of pilferage and unauthorised sale by 
Shri Sadanandan. He was asked to explain the sus icious circumstances 
against him in the inatter of the sale of the medicine in a memo 
issued on 2-9-1975 . He submitted his explanation 

4-9-1975 
admitt.ng hat he had sold 

thc particular bottle of medicine to 


on 
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Dr. George on representation that it was a free sample issued to hin . He 
expressed his regret for having made such a false representation , but offered 
an explanation for the possession in the following manner: 

One Sivadasan , a casual acquaintance of himself approached him in the 
evening of 25-8-1975 with the inedicine in question stating that he got 
it as a lost prope ty f.om somewhere near the Transport Bus Stand at 
Ernakulam , the sameday along with som : other medicines in a packet and 
sought his help to have them dispose I of. On verification he was convinced 
that alcyclin capsules was a product handled by his employer Company. 
So he ex re:sed hi inabi ity to Shri Sivadasan in helping him in the matrer 
of its disposal He xplained to Shri Sivadasan that it may give room for a 
complaint if it is noticed that he had occasion to be a party to an unusual 
sale of his eraployer s product. But Shri Siyadasan pursuaded him to lend 
a helping hand and offer d to give an undertaking in writing that he will be 
responsible for the consequences if any . Accordingly he agreed to help 
after ob aining a wtitten decla ation from Shri 

that the mcdicine 
was obtained by him as a lost property . On this explanation he pleaded 
innocence . But that explanation did not appeal to the Management. The 
Management fansed a proper charge and ordered do.nestic enquiry 
author sing an Advocate to conduct the same. 

2. The advocate conducted independent enquiry into the two charges 
in which Sri Sadanandan participated throughout. He cross-exarird 
the witnesses ex imi ed on behalf of the Management. He examined his 
witnesses. The request made by him for the assistance of a co -worker at 
the enquiry was grant- d . The general and vague objections raised in the 
claim statement against the enquiry as far as it relates to form and 
proce ,ure were not res ed before me when the case came up for evidence . 
As a matter f fact the Enquiry Officer was summoned by the Manage 
meit and he was present in respon c to the same. Then it was conceded 
by the learned connel appearing on beh Jf of the employce that the 
enquiry documents can be marked even without the examination of the 
Enquiry Officer. So his examination was dispensed and the files relating 
to the two enquiry were marked as Exts. Mi and M2. Ext. Mi relates to 
the alleged assau t of Siri Hameed and Ext. M2 relates to the other 
charge . Exts. Mi and M2 reveal that the Enquiry Officer and the 
Manageinent have not in any way violated the principles of natural 
justice in the matter of enquiry . It is also cu ceded that there are no 
violation of the rules of naiural justice. There ore I hold that the work 
man was given all opportunities to defend himself and the enquiry was 
fair and impartial. 

3. The objection pressed before me is that the evidence available is 
quite in ufficient to support the conclusions of guilt reached by the enquiry 
officer in Exts . MI and M2. I shall deal with the charges one by one. 

4 . In support of the charge of assault the alleged victim Shri Hameed 
gave evidence as the first witness for the Management at the enquiry . He 
had narrated the circumstances under which Shri Sadanandan gave him a 


4 


slap on his left cheek at about 2 p . m . on 26-8-1975 . He stated further 
that he immediately lodged a verbal complai it regarding this assault to the 
Assistant Manager examined as the second witness at the enquiry . The 
Assistant Manager in turn is said to have taken Shri Hameed to his superior 
the Manager. The Manager was also examined at the enquiry, he being 
the third witness. The remaining witness is the Sales Officer. He also 
had occasion to sce Suri Hameed in the company of the other witnesses 
soon after the alleged incident. There is only the evidence of Shri Hameed 
regarding the actual occurrence. MWS 2 and 3 have stated that Shri 
Hameed had occasion to complain to hem immediately after 2 p . m . that he 
was assaulted by Shri Sadanandan . Both of them have stated that Shri 
Hameed on his left cheek had finger marks of violen and recent attack . 
As against this evidence Shri Sadanandan had exan.ined tree of his co 
workers. Two of them stated that they were not aware of any develop 
ment in the premises of the establishment at 2 p . m . on 26-8-1975 though 
they were present there at that time. The third witness also gave a 
similar version in chief examination . But when cro3s- examined he 
admitted that there was some quarrel and he has hearsay information 
that Shri Hameed was assaulted by Shri Sadanandan . In the short 
explanation submitted on 27-8-1975 Shri Sadanandan has simply stated 
that the complaint of assault is false and nothing had happened at the 
relevant time. But in the claim statement filed before Court it is admitted 
that there was an exchange of hot words between himself and Shri Hameed . 
That means that Shri Sadasivan also had admitted in the pleadings that 
there was some unpleasant development at the relevant time. Shri Hameed 
according to witness Nos. 2 and 3 for the Management was crying aloud 
when he lodged the complaint. He had also marks of violence on his face. 
The defence evidence is not at all helpful to Shri Sadanandan . On the 
other hand one of the witnesses evidence goes against him . When all the 
available evidence is assessed the only reasonable conclusion that culd be 
drawn up is that the story of Hameed that he was assaulted by Sadanandan 
is true . So the finding to that effect is correct and calls for no interferences . 

5. Now we cometo the other charge. The learned counsel for the 
workmın argued before me that no misconduct as such is alleged in the 
charge as according to him the charge is vague an does not come under 
any of the misconducts enumerated in the Standing Orders I shall here 
extract the charge in full to appreciate this contention : 

" On 25-8-1975 , you have illegilly and without the authority of the 

company, parted with 1 x 100 s Alcyclin Capsules , bearing Lot 
No. 502550 , manufacturing date Jy e 1975, expiring March 1978 
to Dr. K. J. George, St. John s Hosp tal, S. Parur and received cash 
of Rs 41.1t without bill, falsely representing to th- Doctor that 
the medicine wis received by you against Free Medical Benefit 
Scheme of the Company. Yu have also not paid that amount to 
the Company. The above acts of yours amount o nilferage of 
Company s articles, properties and/or itsmsin which the Coinpiny 
trades, and/or wilfully removing some of ihc quantity of the 
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Company s items and also theft, misappropriation , fraud or dis 
honesty in connection with the Company s business, property or 
affairs of the Company, or its customers, which are misconducts 
coming under Clause 19.1, subsection ( iii) and (iv ) of the Standing 

Orders applicable to you . 

The argument is that it is not specifically stated il.at the medicine 
involved was the property of the Management Company. It is true that it 
is not specifically mentioned that themedicine belonged to this Management. 
But it is important to notice that it was made clear therein that the action 
amount d to theft, misappropriation , fraud or dishonesty in rclation to the 
Company s property . So the failure to mention specifically in the opening 
part ofthe charge that the medicine was the property of the company is of 
no serious consequence . 

6 . Ancther argun ent is that the identity of the medicinc as a part of the 
consignment received by the Management is not established . The particular 
medicine admittedly forms part of Lot No. 502550 which was received by 
the Management on 23-8-1975 . It may be true that bottles of the same lct 
may be availabls elsewhere. But we have to take into ci nsideration the 
broad probabilities in assessing the merits of the rival contentions This is 
a case where the workman concerned had a definite case regarding the 
manner in which he came to pos ess the particular bottle containing the 
costly medicines . It is the admitted case that it was worth Rs. 41.14 . 
The bottle contained 100 capsules. It is common case that Alcyclin is an 
antibiotic . That it is so is evident from the materials printed on the bottle 
produced . In the explanation the worker had admitted in so many words 
that he was convinced even on the first sight that it was the product handled 
by his employer and he was conscious that it was not proper for him to 
middle with it. That explanation is a sufficient indication from which it 
inferred that this medicine of that 

particular let 

even to the 
knowledge of the workmen was then available only through his employers. It 
has been brought out in evidence that only two corsig.inents had been 
sold ever since the receipt of the lot on 23-8-1975 . These two customers 
have written to the Management that there was no sale or loss from the 
quantity purchared by them . In such circunstances it Has highly 
improbable for a bottle from this particular lot have been asailable as a lost 
property along with some other medicines as is cun enl. d by the warkman . 
It is also important to rotice that a tibiotics are not w -nelly purchased in 
quantit es of hundreds by consumers. The conduct fine workman in not 
having reported the dis overy of such a nicdicine as a lost property to his 
employer at the earliest sossible opportunity is also highly suspicious. The 
fact that he represented to the Doctor that it was received by him as a free 
issue under the n.edical benefit scheme from the employer also points to his 
guilty intentions. In this connection it is wor.hwhile to mention :hat in the 
explanation helad described Shi Sivada an as a casual acquaintance. It 
is not k own why a : d how a person who is not so clo ely known to him 
approached him for such a deal. Probably realising this difficulty he lad 
stated at the enquiry that Shri Siva dasan was known to him for the past 20 
years and that they wer school-mates. Shri Sivadasan when examined as 

G.A. 778 /B . 
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one . 


the sole witness on the side of the workman had also endorsed that version . 
what he states is that he came acro s a packet containing the Alcyclin bottle 
and some other stray items of medic.nes between 6.30 and p . m . on 
25-8-1975 near the Transport Bus Stand at Ernakulam and he proceeded 
straight in a bus with the packet recovered from the road side to a shop 
near Shri Sadanandan s house. Knowing that Shri Sadanandan tas not 
returned from duty he waited there . Shri Sadanandan alighted there in a 
bus after 8 p . m . 

Both of them went to the Doctor and negotiated the sale . 
It is not made out as to when and where the leiter alleged to have been 
written a: an undertaking by Shri Sivadasan produced and proved as 
Ext.WT was ctually written . The tiaing given by the witnesses gives hardly 
any breathing space for a prolonged conversation between the two ending 
in the execution of Ext. W1 at the enquiry. It is very difficult to accept 
the story spoken to by Shri Sivadasan and Shri Sadanandan as a convincing 

The only reasonable inference that could be drawn is that this story 
is coined solely for the purpose of a defence when actually there is none. 
So I have no hesitation to come to the conclusion that the findings of guilt 
rendered by the Enquiry Officer regarding the medicine is also correct 

7. In the result it is bereby ordered that the enquiry was correct and - 
proper. It is further found that the findings of the Enquiry Officer are 
also correct ." 

II . After the ab .vě order both sides were heard on the propriety of 
punishme it inflicted . Assult of a worker by itself may not be a serious 
misconduct to be visited the extremepenalty . But the other misconduct 
proved is pilferage of a valuable item of medicine, taking advantage of the 
particular position held by this employee under his employer. He is also 
seen to n ve dispose of that medicine offering some false explanations to 
the Doctor. Continued retention of such an employee in service is 
detrimeat al to the interests of the employer. There is no question of 
reia tating this employee in service . When the gravity of the misconduct 
is take a tato account it does n t justify the grant of any other relief to the 
empl yee. So the only way open to me is to confirm the punishment 
inflicted . 

IV . In the result an award is passed confirning the dismissal and 
holding that Shri Sadanandan is not entitled to any other reliefs. 
Ernakulam , 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
27-9-1980 . 

Presiding Officer. 

Appendix 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side : 
Ext. Mi. The files relating to the enquiry conducted against Shri 

Sadanandan regarding the charge of assault on Shri Hameed . 
M2. The files relating to the enquiry conducted against Shri 

Sadanandan regarding the charge of unauthorised sale of 
medicinc. 


Kerala Gazette No. 51 dated 23rd Dccember 1980. 


PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O.(Rt.) No. 1549/80/LBR . Dated , Trivandrun , 3rd November 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dis» ute 
between Sri C. K. Shanmughan , Propriсtor, Sreedevi Fishing Boat , 
Chulliattu House (Chalil), Kovilakathumkadavu P. O., Pallipport and 
their workmen represented by the Secretary , Vypcen Fishing Boat Emplo 
yees Union (INTUC ), Muna.bam , P. O. Pallipport received by 
Governmenton 24-10-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor , 
P.GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary: 


In the Labor Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the, 14th day of October , 1980 


Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUM . \RAN , B. SC., B. L., 

Presiding Office 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 223 OF 1979 
(Old No. 1. D. 28 of 1978 ) 

Between 
Shri C. K. Shanmughan , Propriсtor , Srcedevi Fishing Boat, Chulliaitu 
Hlouse (Chalil), Kovilakathumkadavu P. O., Pallipport. 

And 
The wcrkmen of the above establislıment represented by the Secretary, 
Vypeen Fishing Boat Employees Union (INTUC ), Munambam , 

P. O. Palliport. 
Representations : 
Shri K. M. Sayed Mohammed , 

For Managemen !! 
Advocate, Cochin 2 . 
M s M.Rajasekharan Nayar & 
B. Raghunathan , 

I orItkun 
Advocates, Cochin - 11 . 

lac 
G .805 /B 

cncc 


] 
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AWARD 


Justifiability or otherwise of the denial of employment to four workmen 
by the Man gement involved is the issue, referred for adj dication by 
Government as per G. O. (Rt.) No. 391/78 /L & H dated 10-3-1978 . 

2. The concerned workmen fied a joint claim statement in their 
individual capacity complaining thit they were denied employment without 
any valid reason by th : Management with effect from nd of April 1976. 
It is further alleged that they were continuously employed by the Manage 
ment from 1972 till the date of denial of employment. The Union that is 
made a party to the reference did not appear . 

3 . The Management has filed a written statement contending that the 
claim advanced by the individual workers cannot be looked into as the 
Union has not come forward to support their cause . It is further contended 
that the workmen involved here were not permanent workers . The 
employment was in connection with fishing by means of a fishing boat. 
That was occasional. There is no e nployer- employee relationship between 
the owner of the boat and he crew employed as the profit is shared in a 
certain proportion . There was no denial of employment to these four 
workers. On the other had they voluntarily abandoned their work after 
committing theft of fish . They are , therefore , not entitled to any reliefs. 

4. When the case came up for evidence on the above pleadings the 
workmen and their counsel remained absent and therefore they were set 
exparte and the case proceeded . 

5. The Managemen was asked to prove its case . They filed an affidavit 
in support of the contentions. I accept the affidavit and hold that there is 
no employer-employee relationship between the parties to this reference. 
Therefore, there is no industrial dispute in which reliefs can be granted to 
the workmen . An award is passed accordingly . 


Ernakulam , 
14-10-1930 . 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer . 
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prevented the working of the machine resulting in stoppage of work in 
other sections. The Foreman concerned was not examincd . Tne 
explanation offered by MWI is that he is laid up of a paralytic stroke . 
The above in short is the oral evidence and it needs hardly be stated thas 
we have only the interested version of the parties. Even there the Manage 
ment did not attempt to state that the grave misconduct attributed to the 
workmen of having assaulted the Foreman is true. 

5. The Management relies on Exts. M2 and M3 which are said 
to be office copies of show cause notices alleged to have been issued to 
Shri Narayanan Nair and Shri Ali on 21-12-1974 . The workmen 
deny having received the originals of Exts. M2 and M3. MWI pleaded 
inability to say as to how the originals of the notices were served on the 
workmen . There is nothing in evidence to indicate that those notices were 
served on the workmen . So the plea of the workmen that they were not 
served with the notices has to be accopted as genuine . The failure to reply 
the notices therefore cannot be treated as a circumstance to assume that the 
workmen accepted guilt . 

6. It is admitted by WWI and WW2 that there was some dispute 
between the workmen and the Management regarding the cmployment of a 
Machine Driver on 24-12-1974 resulting in the dislocation of work and the 
lock -out of the factory . That this lock -out was lifted as per a conciliation 
settlement is evident from a copy of the settlement marked in evidence as 
Ext. Mi. There the Union and the Managem :nt agreed to resume work 
keeping Sarvas.ee Ali and Narayanan Nair out of employment and 
cmploying the rest of the workers . It was further agreed therein that the 
dispute relating to these workmen has to be referred for adjudication . 
That was on 17-2-1975 . But the reference was made inuch later in 1977 
and is coming up for disposal only now . As already mentioned the delay 
in disposal after the reference was mostly due to the transfer that became 
nece:sary . 

7. From what has been stated earlier it is clear that the Management did 
not have sufficient material or justification for a dismissal. As a matter of 
fact there is no record to show that a dismissal was effected . Ext. MI 
indicates tha there was no dismissal but only a dispute regarding the claim 
for providing work to ihese two workmen . So in effect this is a case of 
denial of employment to the two workmen . The management has not 
succeeded in cstablishing before me that there was any justification for 
denying employment to these two workmen . So naturally they are entitled 
to reinstatcinent. 

8. The learned counsel for the Management argued before me that the 
Management cannot be held responsible for the inordinate delay in deciding 
the dispute and therefore it cannot be held responsible for payment of back 
wages in casc reinstatement is ordered . It is also argued that the two 
workmen are employed elsewhere anl therefore direction for payment of 
arrears in wages cannot be justitied . Reliance is also placed on the absence 
of any mention by wwi and WW2 in their evidence that they are not 
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Javing employment elsewhcre. Du : it is not necessary for them to state so 
as the Union has pleaded in the claim statement that these workmen arc 
out of employment ever since lock-out. But there is one other factor which 
requires serious notice 

MWI has stated in his evidence that these two 
workmen are having their cwn business. 

This statement of MW1was not 
questioned in cross-examination . So the unchallenged version ofMW1 that 
the two workmen are profitably self employed is to be accepted . In these 
state ofaffairs a direction to pay the entire back wages cannot be justified . 
It appears to me that the workmen will have to forego half the arrears in 
wages. 

9. In the result an award is passed directing the Management to 
reinstate the two workmen Sarvasree K.M.Ali and M.K. Narayanan Nair 
with continuity of service. The workmen will also be paid fifty per cent of 
the arrears in back wages . 

10. This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its publication in the Government Gazette. 


Ernakulam , 
26-9-1980 . 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Tresiding Officer. 


> 


Appendix 
Witnesses examined on the Union s side: 

WW1 Shri Narayanan Nair. 

WW2 K M. Ali, 
Witnesses examined on the Management s side: 

MWI Shri A. Vaikaprakasam . 
Exhibits marked on the Union s side: 

Nil . 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side: 
Ext. Mi Copy of settlement dated 11-2-1975 . 
M2 Copy of show cause notice dated 25-12-1974 issued to 

Shri K. M. Ali by the Management. 
M3 Show 

causc notice dated 25-12-1974 issucd to Shri 
M. K. Narayanan by the Management. 
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PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1432/80/LBR . Dated, Trivandrum , 9th Oclober 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court , Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the Managing Partner, The RathiMatch Works, Post Pozhekkap 
pally , Moovattupuzha and their workmen represented by the Secretary , 
Ernakulam DistrictMatch Factory Workers Union , Moovattupuzha received 
by Government on 1-10-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court , Ernakulam 
Dated this the 26th day of September, 1930 

Present: 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B.Sc., B. L. 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 175 OF 1979 
(OLD No. I. D. 30 OF 1977 ) 

Between 
The Managing Partner, The Rathi Match Works, Post Pozhekkar 

pally , Moovattupuzha 

And 
Thc workmen of the above establishment represented by the 
Secretary, Ernakulam District Match Factory Workers Union , 

Moovattupuzha 
Representations : 
Shri B. S. Krishnan , 

For Management 
Advocate , Ernakulam . 
Shri K. Damodara Kurup , 
Advocate, Associated Law Chamber , For Union 

Cochin - 11. 
GA . 779 | P . 
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AWARD 


Government as per G. O. (Rt.) No. 1056 /77 /LBR dated 12-9-1977 
referred this dispute for adjudication to the Labour Court, Quilon where it 
was taken on the file as I. D. 80 of 1977. It was later transferred to this 
Court and re -filed in the present number . Pleadings were advanced before 
the case was transferred . 

2. The stand taken up by the Union in its claim statement and the 
rejoinder is as follows : 

The Management on 26-12-1974 declared an illegal lock -out of the 
match factory where the two workmen were working . The Union in which 
these two workers were the oflice bearers raised an industrial dispute before 
the Conciliation Officer . The conciliation was dragged on for some time 
and the Management ultimately agreed to lift the lock -out and provide work 
to the large number of employees except these two. The management took 
up an adamant attitude that these workers could not be provided work . 
Considering the hardship caused to the large number of workers who were 
thrown out of employment the Union then agreed to refer the dispute in 
relation to these two workmen for adjudication in order to create an 
atmosphere to provide work for the other workmen . Accordingly a settle 
ment was reached in the conciliation on 17-2-1975 as per which the 
Management resumed work . There was no reason for theManagement to 
deny employment to these two workmen . They were not guilty of any 
misconduct nor was they charge- sheeted of any offence . The action of the 
Management is nothing but an attempt to victimise the Union leaders. 
They are therefore entitled to reinstatement with all benefits. 

3. The Management in its written statement contends that these two 
workmen assaulted the Factory Foreman on 24-12-1974 and obstructed the 
other workmen who were willing to work therebymaking it impossible for the 
concern to function . So show cause notices were issued to them on 
25-12-1974 calling upon them to explain why action should not be taken 
against them for disinissal. They did not submit any explanation and 
therefore they were dismissed . That they deserve such a dismissal was 
evident from the admission of the Union at the conciliation on 17-2-1975 to 
treat their case on a separate basis. The management is not aware as to 
whether they are Union leaders or not. At any rate the Management had 
no motive to victimise them . They have been dismissed for valid reasons 
and therefore they are not entitled to any reliefs . 

4. Admittedly there was no domestic enquiry into the charges alleged to 
have been to raised against the two workmen Sarvasree Ali and 
Narayanan Nair . These two workmen as WW2 and WWI respectively 
have given evidence before me that they 

have not committed any 
inisconduct as is alleged by the Management. The Manager of the 
establishment examined as MWI did not give evidence that the two work 
men assaulted the Foreman on 24-12-1974 . All what is stated by MWI is 
that they obstructed the Foreman from attending to his duty and thereby 


Kerala Gazette No. 51 dated 23rd December 1980 . 


PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 1493 /80/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 24th October 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the Secretary , Sree Sankara Welfare Missiin Adi Sankara Keerti, 
Mandapam , Kalady -683574 and their workmen represented by the General 
Secretary, Kerala Private Nursing Home and Medical Shop Employees 
Union , New Sintha Bhavan , M. P. Road , Ca icut-673001 received by 
Government on 24-10-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) 


By order of the Governor , 

P. GOMATHY AMMA , 
Deputy Secretary 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 14th day of October , 1980 


Present; 
Stiri N. SUKUMARAN , B. SC., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 48/1980 

Between 
The Sccrctary , Sree Sankara Welfare Mission Adi Sankara 
Keerti Mandapam , Kalady-633574 . 

And 
The workmen of the above concern represented by the General Secretary , 
Kerala Private Nursing Home and Medical Shop Employees Union , 

New Santh Bhavan , M. P. Road , Calicut-673001. 
Representations: 

Shri R. Lekshmana Ayyar, 
Advocate , 

For Union 
Trivandrum -23 . 
G A 791 /B . 
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AWARD 


Denial of employment to a Part time Nurse by the Secretary, Srec 
Sankara Welfare Missiou Adi Sankara Keerti Mandapam , Kalad , is the 
issue referred for adjudication by Guvernment as per G. O. (Rt.) No.679/80/ 
LBR dated 19-5-1980 . 

2 . The Management did not care to appear and oppose the claim for 
reinstatement advance.l by the affected employee even though a registered 
notice was served on it from this Court . So it was set ex -parte and thu case 
proceeded . 
3 . 

What is alleged in the claim statement of the Union is that 
S.nt. Kam lam , the affected employee , was working as a Part-time Nurse 
on a monthly salary of Rs. 45 continuously trom 5-6-1978 when th : Minag : 
ment on 5-8-1979 denied employment to her. It is alleged that the denial 
was on account of the fact that she claimed some enhancement in the salary : 
There was no justitication for such a denial. So Smt. Kamalam is entitied 
to reinstatement . 

4. The above claim is re- affirmed in the affidavit filed by Smt. Kamalam . 
The affidavit has to be accepted and the claim upheld as the Management 
has no contencion to be advanced . 

5. That there was an unjustifiable denial of employment is established 
by the affidavit filed by the employee. She therefore naturally is entitled to 
reinstatement with arrears in salary and continuity of service . The arrears 
at the rate of Rs. 45 per mensem from 5-8-1979, the date of denial of 
employment, is payable. In the result an award is passed directing the 
Management to reinstate Smt. Kamalam as indicated above. 

6. This award shall come into for on the expiry of thirty days from the 
date of its publication in the Government Gazette . 


Ernakulam , 
14-10-1980 . 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1483 /80/LBR . Dated, Trivandrum , 23rd October 1980 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey in respect of the 
dispute between (1) The Management of M /s. Aspinwalll & Company 
Limited , Cochin and (2 ) The Manager, Twyford Estate, Peermade and 
their workmen represented by ( 1) The General Secretary Peermade Taluk 
Estate Labour Union (INTUC), Peermade (2) The General Secretary , 
Estate Staff & Employees Union of South India , Kottayam (3 ) The 
General Secretary , Estate Staff Union of South India , Peermade 41 The 
Secretary, High Range Estate Labour Union , Elappara (5 ) The Secretary , 
High Range Plantation Employees Union , Peermade (6) The Secretary, 
Peermade Thottom Thozhilali Union , Peermade, (7 ) The Secretary , Idukki 
District Plantation Labour Union , Elappara and (8) The Secretary , High 
land Plantation Labour Union , Elappara received by Government on 
16-10-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of theGovernor , 
P.GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary 


In the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey , 
Dated this the 13th day of September Nineteen Eighty 

Present 
SHRI K. P. DEVADAS, B. A. B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal. 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No: 1479 

Bctuocen 
1 . The Management of M /s. Aspinwall & Co. Ltd., Cochin . 
2. The Manager , Twyford Estate, Peermade. 

And 
1. The General Secretary , Peermade Taluk Estate Labour Union 

(INTUC ), Peermade. 
2. The General Secretary , Estate Staff & Employees Union of South 

India , Kottayam . 
3. The General Secretary , Estate Staf Union of South India , 

Peermade . 
G. A. 789 /V . 
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4. The Secretary , High Range Estate Labour Union , Elappara . 
5. The Secretary , High Range Plantation Employees Union , 

Peermade . 
6. The Secretary , Peermade Thottom Thozhilali Union , Peermade . 
7. The Secretary , 

Idukki District Plantation Labour Union , 
Elappara and, 
8. The Secretary, Highland Plantation Labour Union , Elappara . 
Representations 
1. Shri. B. S. Krishnan , 

For Management 
Advocate , Ernakulam . 
2 . Sri. T. D. Kavirajan , 

For Union No. 8 
Advocate , Alleppey 


3 
] 


was 


AWARD 
This is an Industrial Dispute referred to this Tribunal for adjudication 
as per G. O. (Rt) No. 988 /79 /L & H dated 18-7-1979 . The only issue 
referred is Bonus for the year 1976-77 and 1977-78” . 
Pursuant to summons Union No. 3 

represented 

and the 
Management filed vakalath on 11-10-1979 . Disposal notices were issued 
to all unions except union No. 3. After several adjournments, on 20-8-1980 
Union No. 8 filed their vakalath and all unions except Union No. 8 were 
declared exparte. The case was then posted to 18-9-1980 for claim statement 
of the union . 

On 18-9-1980 the Management and Union No. 8 Jointly filed a memo 
of compromise to the effect that the parties have alreaby settled the dispute . 
Hence I pass the award holding that there is no dispute existing at present 
to be adjudicated . 

This award shall come into force on the expiry of 30 days of its 
publication in the GovernmentGazette. 
Alleppey, 

K. P. DEVADAS , 
18-9-1980 . 

Industrial Tribunal. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O.(Rt.) No. 1451 /80 /LBR . Dited , Trivandrum , 13th October 1980 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the 
dispute between the Management of Steel Complex Limited , Feroke and 
their workmen represented by the 

1 . The Steel Complex Workers Union (CITU ) , Cheruvannur. 
2 . The Steel Complex Employees Union (INTUC ), Cheruvannur . 
3 . The Feroke Area Vyavasaya Thozhilali Sangham (BMS) 
4 . The Steel Complex Swathanthra Thozhilai Union , Cheruvantur , 

Feroke and 
5 . The Swaihanthra Steel Workers Union 

received by Goverr meni on 10-10 -.980 is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (CentralAct XIV of 1947). 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary. 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
(Tuesday, the 30th September, Ninteen hundred and eighty) 

Present : 
SHRI R. K. VENU NAYAR , B. A., B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 28/78 

Between 
Steel Complex Limited , Feroke 

And 
1 . The Steel Complex Workers Union (CITU ), Cheruvannur . 
2 . The Steel Complex Employees Union (INTUC), Cheruvannur . 
3 . Feroke Area Vyavasaya Thozhilali Sangham (BMS) 
4 . Swathanthra Steel Workers Union . 
5 . Steel Complex Swathanthra Thozhilali Union Cheruvannur , 

Feroke. 
G.A. 783/ V . 
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AWARD 
The Steel Complex Limited , Feroke, which started production ya 
the conventional casting method and which later on switchel on Twin 
Strand Continuous Casting Machine entered into a settlement with 
their workers on 12-3-1977 with retrospective effect from 1-1-1977 . The 
Unions had submitted their demands before the management for higher 
wages in 1974. Due to the efforts of the labour authorities there was 
the settlement referred to above . All the workers have been categorised 
into 4 and they were in all 225 . After this settlement on 12-3-1977 they 
gave an increment of Rs. 12.50 to the furnace men categorised in Wi 
on 

1-4-1977 . All the Unions immediately requested the management 
to give this increment to all the workers. They said that this is being 
given 

to the furnace men in lieu of Re. 1 which they were getting prior 
to the settlement. They say tha : this was given as a heat allowance . 
The demand that this should be given to the other workers was not 
favourably responded to by the management and the Unions found that 
this is a tactic adopted to discriminate workers and so they approached 
the labour authorities and when these attempts failed this has been 
referred to this Tribunal for adjudication by Government of Kerala 
as per 

Order No.G. O. Rt. 1213 /78 /L & H dated 28-7-1978 . The only 
issue referred is the following : 

“ Grant of Special increment to all workers from 1-4-1977 

2 . Unions 1 , 3 , 4 and 5 have filed a common statement. Union 
No. 2 has filed a separate statement in which they go with other Unions. 
In the consolidated reply statement filed by themanagement they admit 
that they have given this increase to their furnace men after the settle 
ment on 12-3-1977 . These workers are exposed to heat when they 
are turning out a hazardous job and they were getting Re. 1 per day 
as heat allowance till the settlement which gave up this heat allowance . 
So in order to compensate this they gave this additional increment . 
Though there is a settlement themanagement has got the right to give 
special increments in deserving cases . It is a managerial function . They 
have only exercised that right and that cannot be questioned . There 
is a rejoinder filed by both sets of workers . 

3. WWI refers to the settlement dated 12-3-1977 and then adds 
that there was n precedent of paying Re. 1 as heat allo vance per 
day. He admits in cross -examination that the work of furnace men 
bit strenuous. WW2 is a furnace man his grievance is that this manage.. 
ment has not give this increment of Rs. 12.50 to him . When he de 
minded he get a reply and the facts mentioned in the reply are 
correct. He admit ; in cross-examination that he was a general labour 
promoted as furnace man 

on 1.1-1978. According to him this increase 
should be paid to all workers. The Assistant 

Secretary of the Steel 
complex workerz Union speaks on behalf of all the workers. His evidence 


is a 


nyt 
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no 


is mainly about the settlement. WW4 is the Secretary of Union No. 2 . 
His grievance is also that the management has given this to one set of 
-workers immediately after the settlement without consulting the 
workers . 

4. MW1 is the Works manager . The settlement in 1977 for 
the first time introduced different rates . At that time they were paynig 
Re. 1 per day as extra heat allowance to furnace men and those who were 
getting this raised contention that this was denied to them on the basis 
of the settlement. They had discussed this with the union but there was 

consensus of opinion in giving this as an extra allowance . But the 
majority of them agreed with the giving of this and so they gave it to 
furnace men . He adds that this benefit has not been extended to those 
who have been subsequently recruited as furnace men . He adds that 
this was 

giv :n to persons who had already experience and fresh recruits 
who were to learn were put in the start of the rate . He is cross - examin 
ed . MW2 is the Personnel Manager . Since the period mentionedin the 
settlement is over they further negotiated and arrived at a settlement. 
5. Though the unions made demands for better wage 

conditions 
in 1974 itself a classification of workers into different grades and different 
wage rates were prevalent only on 12-3-1977 with retrospective effect 
from 1-1-1977. The workers were categorised into four grades, as WI 
to W4. In all there are about 224 workers. The furnace men aire cate 
gorised in WI grade. Within a few days of the settlement the manage 
ment gave a special increment of Rs. 12.50 to the furnace men alone 
and that has given 

this dispute . All the unions 

want the 
management to extent this facility to all the workers irrespective of the 
grade to which they are put in . 

6. This special increment was given with effect from 1-1-1977 . 
The management says that prior to the settlement dated 12-3-1977 , 
which is marked here as Ext. Wi, the furnace men were being paid 
Re . 1 per day because of the hazard involved in the working near the 
furnace . WW1 has categorically stated that they were not being paid 
this special allowance of Re. 1 before this settlement . WW2 is a furnace 
men who has not been paid this allowance despite the fact that though 
he was employed in the furnace as a furnace man . He does not say 
anything about the special allowance. WW4 is the secretary of the 
second union . 

7 . Counsel for the management refers to the rejoinder wherein 
it is stated as follows regarding the special allowance of Rc. 1 " The 
fact that they were being paid Re. 1 per day as heat allowance had 
also been taken into consideration at the time when wages were fixed . 

Therefore it is idle for the management to contend that this plea alone 
.are entitled to be compensated for their hazardous nature of duty " . 
This statement by the union shows that they were being paid thc 
special allowance but there is a further averment by hc union that 


room to 
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this fact was also taken into consideration at the time when the new 
scales were fixed by Ext. W1 settlement. I have perused the settlement 
and there is nothing to show this. MW2 the personnelmanager was asked 
about this and the relevant portion reads as 

follows: “ Will your 
minutes show that there was a discussion that a special increment 
given to the furnace men in lieu of the heat allowance of Re. I per day ? 
( Q ) " " I ha e to see the records. " ( Ans) . Though this is not directly 
on the point the question whether this aspect was discussed at the time 
of negotiation which led to the settlement is not clear. I fir.d in Ext. W2 
and W3 letters sent by WW2 and others who were taken as furnace men . 
That they have specifically stated that the management has not extend 
ed this special allowance to them and they add that this is a hazardous 
job . The portion is reproduced below : 

“ 1-1-1977-03.09.08 OBMMUC 60947e1031d0029 ° 400 Uomiz . Oas 
ത്തുകൊണ്ടിരുന്നപ്പോൾ അവിടുത്തെ തൊഴിലാളികൾ അവരുടെ അദ്ധ്വാന 
ഭാരവും പ്രവർത്തിയുടെ കാഠിന്യവും ചുടും Amimos (ue ww703 

പ്പെടുത്തിയപ്പോൾ കമ്പനിക്ക് അവരുടെ പ്രശ്നം വളരെ വേഗത്തിൽ മനസി 
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There is a reply also Ext . W4 by the management. They make a 
distinction between furnace men who were working there and those who 
are 

taken as freshers. For the present it is sufficient to note that even 
the workers have clearly stated that this is a hazardous job . It is also 
evident that they were given a special allowance of Re. 1 per day before 
the settlement . 


any 


8. The next question to be considered is whether the management 
has given this to get the support of a class of workers or with any 
ulterior motive or is it introduced as a measure of unfair labour practice 
to get any special consideration from the workers for any purpose.fo 
put it in a nutshell , is it a measure of discrimination . There is no sugges 
tion at all from the union side that the management has gained 
thing through back door by the introduction of this special increment. 
No motive other than industrial peace or industrial production 
imputed to the management in this matter . So here is a casc where the 
management of their 

own volition gave a special increment to certain 
section of workers. The only pin - prick is that they introduced it within a 
short period after entering into a long term settlement with the unions. 
They could have tried to incorporate this also in the long term settlement 
or if it was not possible they could have obtained the freedom to do 
that at a future date from the unions. Any how no such discussions 
secins to have taken place in the negotiation . 


can be 


5 


for 


to pay 


9 . What will be the consequences if it is asked to be extended to 
the other sections also . That ther : has been some increased payment to 
the furnace men is evident from the fact that they were getting Re. 1 
per day before the settlement is clear . After the settlement also they have 
succeeded in getting the management to ac :ede to 

their request 
special increment . This shows that the furnace men have beei doing a 
hazarduous job and the workers accepted this without demur till the 
settlement. Probably taking into consideratio . the necessity to keep the 
heat in the furnace they have extended this benefit . If it is to be given to 
the others the natural result will be a cry from the furnace men 
them again on a higher footing which will not be conducive to good 
industrial relations. Hence I find that this benefit cannot be extended to 
the other workers. It has to be stated at once that the approach of the 
management in regard to certain persons who have been subsequently 
appointed as furnace men denying this cannot be j istified by any stretch 
of imagination . When a person is designated as furnace men and put in 
the category he should be paid this increment. So I fin1 that the 4 persons 
referred to in Ext. W2, viz . A. Velayudhan , N.Muhammed , M. Prasad 
and 4. P Babu and others, if any, who hay : been designated as furnace 
mea and denied this special increment are e titled to get this from the 
date of their entiry into service as furnace men . 
I pass this award as stated above . 

R.K. VENU NAYAR , 

Industrial Tribunal Calicut . 

Appendix 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Union . 
WW1. K.Govindan Nair . 

WW2. A.Velayudhan . 
WW3. P. Gangadharan Nair. 

WW4. P. Padmanabhan Nair . 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Management. 
MWI. M. P. Kodva . 

MW2. C. Muhammed . 
Exts . marked on the side of the Union . 
wi. Memorandum of Settlement dated 12-3-1977 , 
W2. Letter dated 20-5-1978 from A. Velayudhan and others 

management, 
W3. do . 17-6-1978 

do . 
W4 . do . 

20-6-1978 from the management. 
W5 . do . 26-6-1978 from A. Velayudhan & others to management. 
W6 . Letter dated 6-7-1978 of management . 
W7. Circular dated 12-7-1978 of management. 
W8 . Letter dated 5-8-1978 of the Unions . 

Exts , marked on the side of Management. 
MI. Letter dated 27-6-1977 from the Unions. 
M2. Letter dated 18-4-1977 from management. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1250 /80 /L B R. Dated, Trivandrum , 4th September 1980 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the lispute 
between the Manager, Madras Spinners Limited , Attappallam , Chullimada, 
Pampampallam , Port, Palghat- 678007 and their workmen represented by 
(1) The Secretary , District Textile Work :rs Union , CITU , Mettupalayam 
Street, Palghai- 1 (2 ) The General Secretary , - District National Textile 
Workers Union , ÎNTUC , Palghat-1 and (3) The Secretary , Palghat 
District Textile Labour Union , AITUC , Kanjikode, Palghat-7 received by 
Government on 29-8-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 


Bu der of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
(Monday the 18th day of August, Nineteen hundred 

and eighty ) 

Present: 
SHRI R. K. VENU NAYAR , B. A., B.L., 

Indi s:rial Tribunal, Calicut 
INDUSTRIAL DISIUTE No. 43176 

Between 
The Manager, Madras Spinners Ltd., Attappallam , Chullimada , 
Pampampallam , Port, Palghat-678007 

And 
(1) The Secretary, District Textile Workers Union , CITU, 

Mettupalayam Street, Palghat-1 
(2 ) The General Secretary , District National Textile Workers 

Union , INTUC, Palghal- 1. 
(3) The Secretary , Palghat District Textile 

Labour Union, 
AITU C., Kanjikode, Palghat-7. 
GA . 738 J . 


2 


AWARD 


over 


over 


Government of Kerala by Order No. G.O. (Rt.) No. 744 /76 /LBR dated 
27-5-1976 referred the following industrial dispute existing between the 
above parties for adjudication . The issues referred are the following : 
1. Is the promotion to Sri C.Mayil swamy in the Blow Room and 

Mixing Department as Maistry over S/ S. Pushparaj and 

M. Albonse justifiable ? 
2. Is the promotion to Sri M. Angappan in the carding section 

Maistry over Sri V. Nataraj justifiable ? 
3. Is the promotion to Saryasree C. S. Daniel, K. Idumban and 
T. Balasubramonian as Maistries in the Simplex Department 
S /S . N. K. · Palaniappan , K. Palaniswamy 

and 
N. Ranganathan justifiable ? 
4 . Is Sri Gopal in the Spinning Department senior to Sri 

A. S. Albonse ? 
5 . Is the promotion to S/S . A. S. Muthuswamy and V. Rajan as 

jobber in the Cone Winding Department 

Sri R. Balasubramonian justifiable ? 
6 . Is the promotion to Sri K. S. Krishnan as Maistry in the Reeling 

Department over Sri K. Mohammed Beebi justifiable, and 

correct . 
Though there are three unions in this dispute Union No. 3 alone has 
participated actively in these proceedings, though the other unions were 
present in court in pursuance to the first notice . This union says that the 
management has given promotion to juniors overlooking the claims of senior 
workers. Mainly to confer favours on their yes men . 

Under Issue No. I their case is that as per the seniority list Sri Mayil 
swamy the worker who was promoted as maistry in Blow room was Junior 
to Messrs. Pushparaj, Albonse . This is highly unjust and this should be 
rectified : Under Issue No. 2 they say that overlooking the claim of 
Sri V.Natarajan the management promoted Sri Angappan in the carding 
section . Sri Angappan joined service only on 19-8-1967 whereas Natarajan 
joined service on 12-1-1967 . This is another defect which should also be 
rectified . They say that Sri V. K. Palaniappan , K. Palaniswamy and 
R. Ranganathan are seniors tu M /s. C. S.Daniel, K. Idumpan and 
K. Balasubramaniam and according to Coimbatore award ( 1956 ) the senior 
most Simplex tenters are entitled to this promotion . Ignoring it the mana 
genient promoted juniors. 

This is the dispute raised under Issue No. 3. Under Issue No. 4 the 
union says that the promotion given to Sri Gopalan ignoring the claims of 
Sri A. S. Albonse as doffing jobber in spinning department is incorrect. 
Under Issue No. 5 they say that Sri R. Balasubramaniam is the senior most 
wiuder in the cone -winding department and ignoring his length of service 
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the management promoted Sri A. S. Muthuswamy. He has also consider 
able experience and he should be promoted in the place of Sri Muthuswamy. 
As per the awards the senior most reeler should be promoted as reeling 
maistry . Ignoring this principle the management promoted 
Sri K. S . Krishnan overlooking the claim of Sri K. Muhammed Beebi who 
was working there . 

The management raised a preliminary point that this is not a legal 
and valid industrial disputc since this has not been sponsored by a 
substantial section of the establishment. The union which has sponsored 
this case does not represent a substantial section ofworkers of this establi 
şhment. They wanted this to be considered on a preliminary point. 

Regarding the first issue they say that Mayilswamy and other workers 
belong to different departments. Pushparaj and Albonse were both working 
in Blow -room department . The other two workers have also not raised 
anything regarding the promotion of Sri Mayilswamy. 

Regarding Issue No. 2 the management admits that Sri Natarajan 
joined the mill on 12-1-1967 and Sri Angappan joined 7 months later . 
But there was break in the service of Sri Natarajan in 1973 and when 
the question of promotion came his namewas not considered for this reason . 
When promotion was given to Angappan on 1-7-1975 this worker did not 
raise any objection . Sri Angappan has also worked intermittently prior, to 
his promotion . 

Regarding Issue No. 3 the three workers Sri Palaniappan , Palaniswamy 
and Ranganath refused to attend to the duties of maistry when they were 
asked to do that, whereas the other three workers had acted as maistries . 
Sri Palaniappan was suspended on a charge of riot and was admitted back 
to work on 6-2-1974 with break in service for a period of 2 months. So 
there is no merit in the case set up by union regarding Issue No. 3. 
Sri Gopal was senior in the category which he was working. 
working as a sider from 1-10-1969 whereas Albonse was having experience 
as a sider only from 1-6-1975 . So they have acted according to the 
practice prevalent in the industry. Sri Balasubramaniam though working 
as a reeler wanted transfer to cone winding department and this was done 
at his instance and lie was transferred to the cone -winding department on 
15-1-1971 as a trainee. Sri A. S. Muthuswamy was there in the cone wind 
ing department from 11-12-1966 and othe ground of seniority he was 
promoted as a maistry on 1-3-1975 . K. S. Krishnan joined the mills on 
1-9-1964 and was attending to maintenance work and such other duties of 
maistry. Sri Muhan med Beebi whose case is sponsored by the union joined 
the recling department on 10-7-1965 and has not attended to such mainten 
ance work and such other duties of maistry , The management also felt 
that she could not discharge such dutics . They conclude their statement 
saying that the promotion is the prerogative ofmanagement and they have 
ordered their promotion without any ulterior motive . So this promotion 
should not be interfered with . The union has filed a rejoinder denying the 
allegation raised by the Management. 


He was 
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WW1 is the Secretary of Union No. 3. He speaks on behalf of the 
union . WW2 is the worker interested in Issue No. 3. WW3 is interested 
in Issue No. 3. WW4 is interested in Issue No. 6. WW5 is interested in 
Issue No. 5. WW6 is the branch.sccretary of Union No. 3 working in 
Ma..ras Spinners . WW7 was he secretary of the second union and he is 
also the person interested in Issue No. 1. MW1 is the shift supervisor and 
he speaks on behalf of the management. 

The management has raised a preliminary point that this dispute is not 
maintainable because it has not been sponsored by a substantial number of 
workmen of the establishmet. 

This is a case where the allegation of the union is that the manage 
men , has denied promotion to certain personswithout any rhyme or reason . 
Though the number of persons represented by the union is not divulged 
that it is functioning among the workers of this factory is not disputed . It 
is a dispute concerning a number of workers who have been denied due 
promotion . It is not an individual dispute . It is a collective ispute con 
cerning a number of workmen . So I find that there is no force in this 
contention , of the management. 

The question to be deci ed is whether the management is justified in 
giving promotion to hri C.Mayilswamy overlooking the claim of Messrs . 
Pushparaj and Albonse . According to the union these two persors are 
senior to Mayilswamy . Pushparaj and Albonse have not tendered evidence . 
In the claim statement it is stated that Pushparaj is the senior must worker 
having joineu the service on 2-6-1965 whereas Mayilswamy joined on 
3-6-1966 . Mayilswamy is examined as WW7 in this court. The distinct 
case of the ma: agement is that Mayilswamy was working in mixing depart 
men and he was promoted in that department when a vacancy arose there 
in : The other two workers were in Blow room and the practice in the 
textile industry was to give promotion to the seniormost in the concerned 
department. Mayilswamywhile tendering evidence here has also stated 
that he got promotion because he was seniormost in the mixing department 
and tue other two were working in the Blow - room department. In cross 
examination also he has clearly stated that he was in the mixing depart 
ment and in that department he was the seniormost when he was pro noted . 
There is no specific reason alleged by the unio 1 for not examining the two 
concerned workers . The promoted person has tendered evidence and the 
management also supports his case . Ext. W1 is the seniority list relied on 
by the union . This is a copy probably obtained from the management by 
them . Under the head Blow -room there are 5 workers. In the mixing job 
there are two a d Mayilswamy is the seniormost. The other two Messrs. 
Pust paraj and Ilbonse are shown in the Blow - room . The evidence adduced 
shows that mixing is different from Blow -room an being the seniormost man 
in the mixing department he was entitled to promotion . So there is no scope 
for interference with this. These two workers are not entitled to any relief . 
Iysue No. 2. This relates to the promotion given to Angappan as maistry in 
the carding section overlooking ihe claim of Natarajan . Here also the claim 
of the union is that Natarajan was senior to Angappan because the former 
joined on 12-1-1967 and the latter on 19-8-1967 . 
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post 


It is explained by the management in the reply statement that 
Sri Natarajan was suffering from some mental illness and was absent from 
9th February 1973 to 27-3-1973 and on representation made by union he 
was taken back for employment from 28-3-1973. Was it as a break in 
service ? If he is taken as a new hand there,must be some order issued to 
him . I do not find any such order marked in this case . The duty was 
heavily on the management to prove such letters if they had issued it. When 
promotions are given the management has to adhere to some principles and 
that should be applicable uniformly to all the workers. If seniority is the 
criterion the man who joined carlier has a chance when there is a seat 
vacant for promotion . If the management deviates from this principle there 
must be some basis. Here it is alleged that he was taken as a new entrant, 
because of his absence on the ground of mental illness for a short period of 
about 42 days. Their case is not thathe became unfit for service after this 
illness. They have not even said that he was not fit to hold this higher 

In view of these facts 1 find that this overlooking of Natarajan is not 
justified . But Sri Angappan has continued in the post for a long time so 
Sri Natarajan is to be given monetary benefits for the back period which he 
would have received if he had been promoted on the date of which 
Shri Angappan was promoted, and he is also to be given the due seniority . 
Issue No. 3 . 

Palaniswamy, Palaniyappan and Ranganathan are the aggrieved workers. 
The union claims that these are the persons to whom the management 
should have given promotion instead of Messrs. Daniel, Idumban and 
Balasubramanian . Regarding Sri Palaniappan the management would say 
that he was involved in some disciplinary proceedings and when the 
managementwas about to launch some action against him he appologised 
and agreed to be taken back as a new employee. The concerned worker is 
WW2. He admits that Ext. Mi contains his signature . It is stated in 
Ex .Mithat he was suspended on the basis of some incident which took 
place on 3-7-1973 and by this letter he pleads guilty and he wants the 
management to treat the suspension till the date of this letter as punishment 
for the offence and to be taken as a new entrant. The management says 
that this request was considered and they took him as a new employee . 
While tender ng evidence this workman has tried to make this court believe 
that what is written in that letter was not there when he signed it. This is 
a letter written in tamil and I do not find anything to support his conten 
tion . There is no reason why the management should concoct such a letter 
if there was absolutely no ground for writing it. There was no motive for 
them at that time to concoct such a letter. So I accept the contents of the 
letter as true and find that on the basis of this letter he was taken as a new 
employee and he starts as a new employce from that date . So his case for 
promotion need not be considered . 

The other concerned workmen is WW3. He says that in the seniority 
list prepared in 1972 his ticket No. is 2 and he joined in the Simplex 
Department. Daniel, Idunban , Balasubramanian are having ticket Nost, 
5 and 6 and they are actually juniors. They were promoted in 1973. 
The management should have promoted him instead of 4, 5 and 6 . 


The same is the case of Ranganathan . In the reply statement the 
management s case is that these persons have refused to attend the 
duties of maistry and those promoted have done so without any protest. 
The management in order to prove their case dependsmainly on the evidence 
of Ww7 and MWI. They say that the three pesons who were promoted 
had obeyed all the orders issued by the management and MWI, the shift 
supervisor says that these 3 persons who were promoted have been doing 
the job of maistries from 1967 onwards. So the reason for giving pro 
motion according to the management is ( 1) they were continuing as 
maistries from 1967 itself ; (2 ) they were all law abiding workers 
who have obeyed all the orders issued by the management. That all the 
workers have to obey the orders is part of the work in an industrial 
establishment . This is obligatory on everybody. Necessarily it is the duty 
of the management to see that discipline is maintained and to that extent 
obedience is necessary . 

The other course is disobedience which in the 
ordinary course courts disciplinary proceedings. If these two persons 
Balasubramanian and ganathan had been disobedient the duty was cast 
on the management to take disciplinary proceedings . The number of 
memoes issued or action taken would be a good ground to say that these 
persons are unfit for promotion . They cannot say all on a sudden at the 
timeof promotion that these latter, who are three juniors, are more fit . So 
this ground will not hold good . 

The next ground is that these three had been promoted even from 1967 . 
There must be some evidence for it . They reply on Ext. M6. This is a 
book containing some particulars about the shift working . Some names are 
also shown there . It starts from February , 1970. This is described 
as the Simplex Production Note Book . MWI refers to this . I do 
not find anything in this to 

support the 

case that these persons 
have been continuing as Maistries from 1967. The admitted case of the 
union is that these 3 were promoted from 1973 . Why did these workers 
sleep over the matter till it was raised as an industrial dispute. At what 
time it was raised before the labour authorities at the first instance is also not 
clear. If the overlooking of seniority was such a grave matter which 
deserved immediate attention the concerned workers or their union would 
have raised it as an ustrial dispute then and there . The natural 
inclination of the workers would be to raise a protest and register it and 
bring it to the notice of the authorities at the earliest possible convenience . 
The union also has not tried to establish the point of time when it was 
brought to their notice . There has to be some sort of finality to matters 
like this. A disturbance after all these years will definitely upset the 
cxisting working of the section in the mill . Because of the highly belated 
complaint raised no relief is being granted . 

The Union refers to the 1972 Coimbatore award which provides for 
the hierarchy of prèmotion in spinning department among other things. 
If the princi le stated therein is strictly adhered to the management ought to 
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case 


as 


cone 


have promoted Albonse instead of Gopal. According to the seniority 
list Sri Albonse is the seniormost man . These 

are the 

allegations 
contained in the claim statement regarding issue No. 4 . 

Sri Albonse has not cared to speak anything about it. The other union 
witnesses also have kept si lent about this issue. It is the management s 
case that Sri Gopal was continuing as a sider from 1-10-1969 and Sri 
Albonse became a sider only from 1-6-1971. According to the practice 
prevalent he was promoted . WW7 says that Gopal joined spinning 
department whereas Albonse was in some other department and came there 
only subsequently . MW1 the shift supervisor says that Gopal was a sider 
from 69 when Albonse was only a doffing boy. This evidence is not 
challenged . In the absence of the evidence of the concerned workman on 
the basis of the evidence let in by WW7 and MW1 I find that there is no 
scope for interference with the decision of the management promoting 
Sri Gopal. Hence I find that the worker is not entitled to any relief . 

The next issue refers to the case R. Balasubramanian . The union 
says that he joined on 22-4-1966 and Sri Muthuswamy joined on 11-12-1966 
winding maistry . The management s 

is that 
Sri Balasubramanian joined in some other department and on his request by 
representations given in writing he was transferred to the cone winding depart 
ment, on 15-1-1971. He came there as a trainee initially but Muthuswamy 
was there in the cone winding department from 11-12-1966 . So he was senior 
to Balasubramanian in that section and hence he was promoted on 1-3-1975 . 
WW5 is the concerned worker. He says that the promotion given is not 
correct . But even in chief he adds that he joined the reeling department 
and when some workers went and joined cone winding deparıment he too 
wanted a transfer and the management said that he will be transferred only 
if he gave in writing. He admits that he has signed two letters dated 
13-6-1968 and 21-12-1970 . In cross the earlier letter is marked as 
Ext. M3. The very case of the management is that Muthuswamy was 
there in the very beginning and Sri Balasubramanian came there sub 
sequently and that too at his request. So as on the date of promotion 
Muthuswamy was senior to Balasubramanian and this does not conflict 
with the promotion policy of management, viz . 

Seniorinost is given 
promotion . Hence no case is made out for interference . 

WW4 complaints that though she joined on 10-7-1965 in the recling 
department her case was not considered for promotion inspite of her 
position as seniormost in the department. Instead of giving promotion to 
her the management gave it to one Sri K. S. Krishnan . The union 
says that this is unjust and this is raised in Issue No. 6 . 

While giving 
evidence the worker has stated that Sri Krishnan has worked only as 
carpenter and he has no experience . The management has stated in 
their reply statement that Sri Krishnan joined on 1-9-1961 and was 
attending to maintenance work and other duties of maistry . The date of 
joining of Krishnan is not disputed. Regarding her experience as maistry 
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Muhammed Beevi would say that she did not get experience, since she was 
not asked to do that work . The management witness also refers to this 
worker . The fact that he has been working as a maistry is not disputed and 
because of that working he gained experience . So I am not disturbing the 
promotion given to Sri Krishnan . 

I pass this award as stated above . 


R. K. VENU NAYAR , 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut . 


Appendix in I. D. 43/76 . 
Witnesses Examined on the side of the union 
wwi. A. N. Yusuf. 
WW2. V. K. Kaliyappan . 
WW3. K. Palaniswami. 
WW4 . Mohamad Beebi. 
WW5 . Balasubramanian . 
WW6 . K. Prabhakaran . 
WW7. C. Mayilswami. 

Exts. Marked on the side of the union 
wi. Seniority list . 
Witness Examined on the side of the Management 
MWI. V. Sivasubramanian . 

Exts. Marked on the side of the Management : 
Mi. Letter dated 5-2-1974 . 
M2. Register . 
M3. Letter dated 21-12-1970 . 
M4. Textile Mill Flow chart. 
M5 . Godown of Mixing Register . 
M6. Simplex Production Note Book . 


Kerala Gazette No. 51 dated 23rd December 1980 . 
PART 1 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No. 1450/80/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 13th October 1980 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Manager , Chemoni Estate, Palappilly , Trichur District and 
( 2) The Manager, Pudukad Estate, Palappilly , Trichur District and their 
workinen represented by the Secretary, Estates Staffs and Employees 
Union of South India , Kottayam - 2 received by Government on 7-10-1950 
is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1917 
(Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor , 
P. GOMATIIY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary: 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
(Monday , the 29th day of September, Ninetcen hundred 

and cighty .) 

Present 
SHRI R. K. VENU NAYAR , B. A., B. L., 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 11/78 

Between 
TheManager , Chemoni Estate, Palappilly, Trichur 
District and (2 ) The Manager, l udukad E tate , 
Palappilly , Trichur District 

And 
The Secretary , Estates Staffs and Employees 

Union of South India , Kottayam -2 . 
G.A. 775 /B 
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AWARD 


The Secretary of the Estates Staff and Employees , Union of South 
India, Kottayam raised certain disputes regarding the supervisory and 
spccial category employees. Since they were not resolved at the conciliation 
stage the Government referred the following issues for adjudication by 
order G. O. Rt. No. 332 /78 /L & H dated 27-2-1978 . 

The issues referred are 
the following : 

1. Expenses for renewal of Driving licence of Drivers. 
2. Washing allowance. 
3. Division for calculating a days wages of supervisors. 
4. Enhancement of Travelling batta . 

5. Demotion of T. Rappai, Field watchman . 
2. Regarding the first issue the union says that the management used to 
pay the expenses for the renewal of driving licence for drivers for a long 
time and they stopped it abruptly without any notice. They were 
encouraged to do this only because of the limited number of employees 
belonging to this category who connot effectively oppose such a move. 
They want the managunent to give this amount with retrospective effect. 
Since they had paid it for a long time it has now become a customary 
practice . 

3. Under issue No. 2 thc union siys that they are showing discrimina 
tion in the matter of giving washing allowance to persons who are given 
uniform by the company. In Kinalur Estate owned by the same company 
they are giving washing allowance to all those who are supplied with 
unify ms. 

But in these two estates that is being given only to a few . This 
is discrimination . 

4. Issue No. 3 stands settled Under issue No. 4 the union claims that 
the Management should pay batta at a higher level for those who are going 
for work outside the estate . Now they are being paid only at the rate of 
Rs. 2 per day and if the cioployees are to stay during night they are paid 
Rs. 3.50 . Cost of living has gone up and they want this to be revised and 
fixed at Rs. 10 if thc workers need stay overnight and if stay during 
night also is necessary they should be paid at the rate of Rs. 20 . 

5. Issue No. 5 refers to Sri T. Rappai who was working as a watcher for 
several years. One fine morning he was di moted as an ordinary worker 
without any justification . It amounts to victimisation . These two arc 
different and distinct work . They bcong to a different category and by 
this demotior. hc has lost financially also . So they want this worker to bc 
posted as watcher with retrospective effect giving all financial benefits . 

6. The mana , ement says that this union represents only a very small 
section ofworkers and so this is not a dispute sponsored by a substantial 
number of workers in their estate. They further say that the service condi 
tions of employees like this in rutber estates are governed by industry -wide 
settlements entered into between Association of managements and unions on 
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a State wide basis. l hese benefits derr.auded by the union if granted would 
have a different treatment in this estate alone. They want that these to be 
decided on a State wide basis as it is being done periodically . 

7. Regarding issue No. I it is stated that there is no practice in this 
industry to pay or re-imburse the expenses ir curred by the worker for 
renewal of driving licence. In the Chemoni Estate they employed 4 divers 
and for certain his orical reasons the management used to meet the 
expenscs for renewal of driving licence expenses once in three years till 
1972. The two others were not paid any amount. Since it was opposed to 
the industry -wide practice they stopped it . In this region no other estate 
is paying this ; hence there is no basis for this demand . By the settlement 
dated 18-10-1977 employees like drivers and factory workers are entitled to 
two sets of uniformsand they are not to be given any washing allowance . 
It is an industry -wide matter . In the Plantation Industry 

only certain 
categories of workmen are entitled to uniform but no washing allowance is 
being given . There is no provision made in any settleinant for this till now . 
The settlements provide for giving unit rms without any addition burden 
of washing allowance. They say that there is no discrimination and hey 
are not paying washing allowar.ce to any category of employees to whom 
it is to be paid on the basis of scttlements . So the union is not entitle i to 


any relief. 


8. Regarding the enhancement of iravelling batta also they say that the 
cxisting rates are reasonable and no increase can be given . The des and 
made is exhorbitant. Regarding issue No. 5 the management says that he 
was a generalworker of Pudukad Estate and in November , 1973 he was 
found to be unfit to do watching work an thereafter it was not given to him . 
There was no victimisation or demotion . While Rappai was working is a 
field watchman there was theft of 20 kg. of scrap rubber. That was because 
of the slackness of the watcher . He was chargcsheeted in connection with 
this and he was found guilty and so he was removed from watching work 
with effect from 9-11-1973. There is no category of watchman in the 
plantation industry . Workers are recruited as general workers and they are 
deployed to different sections on the basis of requirements in cach section . 
Since he was found unfit to do watching work he was sent back to do gencral 
work . There is no ground for interference with this order . 

9. The union has filed a lengthy rejoinder. They offer their remarks on 
cvery point raised by the management in their reply statement. WWI 
speaks about issue No. I, i.e. expenses for renewal of driving licence . He 
also speaks about issue No. 4. According to him the batta should be Rs. 5 
for staying outside during day time and Rs. 10 if one has to stay during 
night also . WW2 also speaks about demand No. I and renewal fee . WW/ 
is one interested in issue No. 5. WW4 is the branch Secretary of the union 
who speaks about all the issues. 

10. MW1 says that he conducted an enquiry against Sri Rappai. He 
was sent to do general work on the basis of the findings at the enquiry. The 
enquiry proceedings are marked . He speaks only about this issue. MW2 
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says that Mr. Rappai was appointed as a general worker and not as a 
watcher . He refers to Ext. M4and speaks that this pocket check roll for the 
year 1952 shows him as a general worker . 

In 1955 also he was a general 
worker doing work in the factory and other works. He refers to certain 
uther documents also . MW3 the manager says that the terms and conditions 
of employees in the estate are guided mainly by industry -wide-settlement. 
He speaks thatworkers are recruited as general workers and they are posted 
to different category or sections on the basis of requirements in each section . 
He also says that fees for renewal of driving licence was given to two 
crivers for historical reasons. He admits that there may be some difference 
in the batta rates. 

11 . Dere is a contention raised by the management pertaining to the 
very maintainability of this reference, on two grounds. One is that this 
union represents only a very small section of workers and secondly that in 
i..dustries like this onc the service conditions are decided by industry -wide 
settlements and if modifications are made in one unit alone that will affect 
the competitive capacity and more over there will be labour unrest demand 
ing the same benefits in other units also . 

12. Regarding the first point that this union represents only a minority, 
it has to be stated that the disp ite mainly refers to a category of employees 
and the demands or issues also relate to them . Some of the issues refere to 
individuals , other refers to a small section of workers. There is no dispute 
that these workers who are involved in this are members of the union which 
has sponsored this case . So this objection will not stand . The management 
has produced Exts. M7 to M12 settlements from 1966 to 1979. These are all 
settlements between various unions working in various estates and the 
Associations of various planters . Ext. M6 is an award passed by this 
Tribunal in an industrial dispute referred to between certain managements 
engaged in the plantation industry and the labour unions working among 
theio . These are mainly to re -inforce their contention that since the service 
conditions are fixed on a uniform basis by these settlements they should not 
be disturbed in one or two estates alone by anaward . They refer to the 
award also in suport of this contention . On a peruzal of these settlements 
and awards it is found that they fixed the wage rates, D. A. and certain 
uniform norms. But the dispute on hand is one relating to mainly certain 
individuals, for example Mr. Rappai under issue No. 5 , 4 drivers under issue 
No. 2 and certain persons who alleges that washing allowance is denied to 
them . So it will be seen that these have to be taken as grievances of 
individuals and not of a category consisting of a number of workers . For 
this reason I find that there is nothing illegal in adjudicating this dispute and 
the effect of the decision on these points will not materially affect the 
working of other estates . 
13 . Issue No. 1 

The demand is inade on behalf of 4 drivers and two of them have 
tendered evidence here. Both of them say that this management used to 
give it to two of their drivers till 1972 and it was abruptly stopped and the 
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management admits this and say that this was given for historical reasons 
till 1972. What are the historical reasons are not explained . The manage 
inent has produced Ext. M13 series a number of letters addressed to the 
manager , Chimoney Estate and Coch Malabar Estates, owners of this estate . 
Various estates in Kerala , Kerala State Road Transport Corporation and 
Kerala Agricultural University have uniformly informed that they are not 
meeting the expenses for renewal of the driving licences. In all there are 
7 estates. 8th letter in these series is from K.S.R.T.C. They have also 
stated that they are not meeting expenses for renewal of licence. The 
Agricultural University also has informed that they are not mcering the 
renewal licence fees. 


14 . It is true that these persons who have written these letters have not 
come and stated that these have been written by them . These letters are 
proved Ly the manager of Chimoney Estate. It is elicited from him in 
cross-examination that all these are not replies seat to him for letters written 
by him . He adds that some are sent in reply to the letters to the head office . 
I do not think that there is any possibility for a false information being 
given by the manag ment on these basic facts . These 7 estates are also 
employing driers. The K. S. R. T. C. employ3 probably the largest 
number of drivers in our State . 


15. The very samemanagement which has collected so much data so 
painfully has not explained why they gave it till 1972. The word historical 
is not properly explained and they stopped it abruptly and the reasons are 
not given . It is evident that at a time when no estate or important 
cmployers were paying this benefit this management alone was paying this 
to two drivers and it does no : cast any heavy financial burden . Probably 
their explanation itself proves the necessity to continue the payment. So 
for the historical reason that they gave it till 1972 and for further reason 
that they have stopped it abruptly without any reason , they are directed to 
give these fees to their drivers with effect from the date of this award . 


16. Issue No. 2 : 


The settlements referred to above clearly shows that the practice in an 
estate is to have a uniforın policy in regar 3 to service conditions, though the 
union has stated that there is discrimination in the payment of washing 
allowance they have not cited a single case of one worker in the same secticn 
being given it and while another of the same category is denied it . The 
supply of uniforms is done on the basis of industry -wide-settlement. The 
fact that the management supplied uniform docs not by itself show that the 
management shall pay washing allowance also . There may be other sections 
of workers not included in the special category who are being given 
uniforms but not being given washing allowance . So if it is now held in 
favour ofthe union that will definitely upset the present working. So I 
find that they are not entitled to any relief: 
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17 . 


Issue No. 3 Stands settled . Issue No. 4 


The dtmand is for enhancing the present batta paid to the supervisors 
and spe ial category employees . They say that the present batta is quite 
inadequate. Here also the managements casc is that this should not be 
disturbed in this estate alone . WWI speaks about this. On behalf of the 
management the manager speaks. He says that this is an issue now pending 
refore the Plantation Labour Committee . When he was cross-examined ha 
has admitted that certain documents produced show that batta is not paid 
on a uniform basis. It is admitted by themanagement that they are paying 
only Rs. 2 plus bus fare if the workers are required to work only during day 
time. If it extends to night also it is enhanced to Rs. 3.30 . 

There is no 
particular settlement which has fixed this rate . Rs. 2 now -a -days is quite 
inadequate for purchasing any food while working outside the estate 
premises. The managenient says that they used to pay actual room rent also 
if the stay is extended during night also . This requires immcdiate increase . 
The demand made by the union is only to increase it to Rs. 5 and Rs. 10 . 
It is true that this is likely to attract the attention of the plantation Labour 
Committee . This is something which has gone un -noticed . Probably for 
the reason that very few workers have to remain outside this has been 
unnoticed . For these reasons the present rate is increased to Rs. 5 and 
Rs. 7 respectively in the place of Rs. 2 and Rs. 3.50 . This is applicable 
only to drivers and workers deputed as messengers. 

18. Issue No. 5 


The management has stated that Sri Rappai was recruited as a general 
worker and afier some time he was asked to do watcher s work and when it 
was found that he was unfit to do that job he was sent back to his original 
position . The union contends that he was recruited as a watcher and with 
out any justification he has been demoted as a general worker causing 
financial reduction in his total emoluments . 


19. The first question to be considered is whether he was recruited as 
a gencrai workman or not . The management of the estate refers to 
documents and says that the old check roll found on the estate show him 
as a general workman who was employed in different places like factory , 
burgalow , cattle watching . etc., according to requirements from time to 
time. His definite case is that he was taken as a watcher and only from 
1973 he was demoted as a general worker . The Check roll referred to by 
MW2, i.e. M4 shows that he was in bungalow in 1952 and for some time 
he was engag d in the work of cattle keeping . In 1955 he was worked as a 
cattle kecper and as a road repairer. It is added by him that Ext. M4 and 
M5 are kept in the ordinary course of business . In cross -examination also 
the witness has stated hat they depute factory workers like this for doing 
different works. These documents and evidence of MW2 clearly show 
that he was a general worker. No appointment orders were given and it 
is explained that there is no such practice . These documents show that he 
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was taken as a general worker and before he was a watcher the manageinent 
used to employ him to different sections for doing defferent jobs. So his 
case that he was appointed as a watcher is not correct. 

20. The further case of themanagement is that he was found unfit to 
work as a watcher and show cause notice was issued to show cause why he 
should not be asked to go to the general category. For this they conducted 
an enquiry : Ext.Mi is the enquiry proceedings. MWI conducted the 
enquiry . Hewas the manager of the Pudukad Estate from 1967 to 1975 . 
He says that this worker was present in the enquiry and he has signed on 
all pages of the enquiry proceedings. He also proves Ext. M2 copy of the 
charge issued to the worker . Management examined their witnesses and 
they were cross- examined by the worker. He also recorded his finding 
and that also form part of the enquiry proceedings. From the enquiry 
proceedings it is found that the worker has cross-cxamined the management 
witnesses. When he tendered evidence he said that he was asked to sign 
certain papers and he signed them . He further adds that no witnesses were 
examined in his presence. It is found that he has cross -examined all and 
signed the necessary papers also . I have perused the enquiry proceedings . 
It is seen that he put questions in cross. So I find that there was 
enquiry conducted . I have gone through the findings and the findings 
show that it is based on facts elicited at the enquiry . The facts clicited in 
this case show that hewas recruited as a general worker, employed in 
different places and while working as a watcher he was found unfit and 
findings were recorded after an enquiry. When he was found unfit to work 
as a watcher he was transferred as a general worker. For thiese reasons 
I find that there is no scope for interference with this order . 

I Pass this award as stated above. 


an 


R.K. VENU NAYAR , 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicul. 


Appendix 


Witnesses examined on the side of the Union : 

wwi. S. Rajamani 
WW2. Devessia 
WW3. Rappai 

WW4. K. Aravindakshan . 
Witnessss examined on the side of the Management : 

MWI. K. Haridas 
MW2. R. Balagopalakurup 
MW3. I. Jacob . 
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€ ) Registers. 


Exts, marked on the side of the Union : 
Wi. Letter dated 21-11-1973 from the Secretary, E. S. and E.U. 

of South India . 
W2. Do. 9-11-1973 

do . 
Exts, marked on the side of the Management : 

MI. Enquiry proceedings dated 2-11-1973. 
M2. Charge sheet dated 29-10-1973 . 
M3. Copy of Award in I.D. 38/67 of the Labour Court, Quilon . 
M4. & 
M5 . 
M6 . Printed award in I.D. 55/74 of the Industrial Tribunal, 

Calicut. 
M7. Memorandum of settlement dated 18-10-1977 . 
M8. Do. 

11-6-1966 . 
M9. Do. 

4-6-1968 . 
M10 . 

11-6-1971. 
M11 . Do. 

26-1-1972 
M12 . 

19-12-1979. 
M13 . (Series 9 in numbers) Letter dated 8-5-1980 from the Chief 

Administrative Office of M /s A. V. Thomas & Co. and 5 

others. 
M14 . Standing orders for the Estate Labour - Kerala . 


Do. 


Do. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt) No. 1486 /80/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 23rd October 1980 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey in respect of the 
disrute between (1) Sri C. M.Reddy, M /s M. B. T. Company, 12, CVR 
Buildings, Huzoor Road , Bangalore-27 12 ) The Regional Director, M /s 
M. B. T. Company (West) Jews Street, Ernakulam , Cochin - il and their 
workmen represented by (1) Sri K. V. Kocheriah, General Secretary , 
Kottayam Taluk Shop and E tablishment Emp.oyees Union (AITUC) , 
Palance Road , Kottayam (2 ) S ri Abraham Welian lan, Secretary , Cochin 
City Central Workers Union (AICUC), Cann in Shed Road , Cochin - 11 
(3 ) The Secretary , Trichur District Parcel Service Employees Association , 
Janatha Party Office , Trichur (4 ) The Secretary , Trichur District Parcel 
Service Employees Union ( CIU ), Cannanore -670001 (5 ) The Secretary , 
Lorry Parcel Workers Union , (AITUC), Cannan e-l (6 ) The President, 
Quilon District Goods Carriers Employees Union (INTUC ) Opposi F.C.T. 
Godown , Quilon (7 ) The Secretary, Trivandrum Distiict Head Load & 
General Workers Union ( CI TU ) , Chalai, Trivandrum and (8 ) The General 
Secretary, the Caravan MBT (West) Employers Federation, Kerala , 
Kottayam received by Government on 16-10-198 ) is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 19 + 7 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of theGoverner , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary. 


In the Court of the Industrial Triburial, Alleppey 

Present : 
SHRI K. P. DEVADAS , B.A., B.L., 

Industrial Tribunal 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 22/1979 

Between 
1. Sri C. M. Reddy, M /s M. B. T. Company, 12 , CVR Buildings, 

Huzoor Road, Bangalore- 27 . 
2. The Regional Director, M /s M. B. T. Company (West ), Jews 
Street, Ernakulam , Cochin -11. 

And 

Their workomen 
GA . 790 / B 
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Represented by : 
1 . Sri K. V.Kocheriah, General Secretary , Kottayam Taluk Shop 

and Establishment Employees Union (AITUC), Palance Road , 

Kottayam . 
2 . Sri Abraham Vellandan , Secretary , Cochin City Central Workers 

Un.on (AITUC ) , Cannon Shed Road, Cochin - 11. 
3. The Secretary , Trichur District Parcel Service Employees 

Association , Janatha Party Office, Trichur. 
4 . The Secretary, Trichur District Parcel Service Employees Union 

(CITU ), Cannanore-6-0001 . 
5. The Secretary , Lorry Parcel Workers Union , (AITUC), 

Cannanore - 1 . 
6. The President, Quilon District Goods Carriers Employees Union 

(INTUC ), Opposite F.C.T. Godown , Quilon . 
7 . The Secretary , Trivandrum District Head Load & General 

Workers Union (CITU ), Chalai, Trivandrum . 
8 . The General Secretary , the Caravan MBT (West ) Employees 

Federation , Kerala , Kottayam . 


} For Management 


Representations : 

Shri K. P. Chellappan Nair , 

Advocate, Alleppey . 
Shri M. Ramachandran & 

K. R. B. Kaimal, Advocates, 
Cochin - 17 . 


} 


For Union No. 1 , 2 & 5 


AWARD 


This Industrial Dispute between the above parties was referred to the 
Tribunal as per G. O. ( Rt.) No. 1368 /79/ L & H dated 26-9-1679. The only 
issue referred for adjudication is Revision of Wages . 

Pursuant to sun mons the parties appeared on 22-7-1980 . The Manage 
ment and union No 1 , 2 & 5 filed their vakalath . The case was then 
posted to 20-8-1930 for claim statement of Union No. 1, 2 & 5 and notices 
were issued to remaining 5 unions to be represented . On 20-8-1980 Union 
No. 3, 4 , 6 , 7 & 8 were absent and they were declared ex parte. The case 
was adjourned to 17-9-1980 on which day the ex parte order against union 
No. 3 , 4 , 6 , 7 & 8 were made absolute and Union No. 1 , 2 & 5 also were 
declared ex parte since they were absent. 
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Gradually the Unions were backsliding from the array of representation 
without assigning any reason whatsoever. At the last on 8-10-1980 all 
unions were absent despite several notices and the matter was taken up for 
a ward . 

Since the Unions have no interest in proceedings with the case, it is to 
be believed that there is no dispute to be adjudicated at present, 

The reference is answered accordingly . 

This award shall come into force on the expiry of 30 days of its 
publication in the Government Gazette . 


Alleppey, 
8-10-1980 . 


K. P. DEVADAS, 
Industrial Tribunal. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Relations (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No.42765 /E1/80 /PR . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 3rd December 1980 . 
Feature films, Documentary films and Children s films in Malayalam in 
black and white and colour (35 mm ) censored during the calendar year 1980 
are invited from producers as per conditions laid down in the rules relating to 
Kerala State Award for Malayalam Films for selecting fiims, artists, 
technicians, etc., for Awards for Malayalam Films 1980. Application 
in the prescribed form along with the print of the films and other relevant 
materials should be furnished to the Director of Public Relations on or before 
2-1-1981. The application formsand rules can be had on request in writing 
from the Director of Public Relations on payment of Re. 1 either in cash or 
by money order . 


KERALA STATE AWARDS FOR MALAYALAM FILMS 1980 

RULES 


I. (1) These rules shall be called rules for the Kerala State Awards for 
Malayalam Films. 

(2 ) . The object of these awards is to encourage the production of films 
in Malayalam of high aesthetic and technical standard and of social, educa 
tional and cultural values . 

( 3) The following categories of awards will be available under these 


rules : 


(i) Feature Films in Malayalam 
Award for the best feature Cash award of Rs. 20,000 , a replica and a 
film 

certificate to the Producer and Rs. 10,000, 

a replica and a certificate to the Director 
Award for the second best A cash award of Rs. 10,000 and a certificate 
feature film 

to the Producer and Rs. 5,000 and a 

certificate to the Director 
Award for excellence in A cash award of Rs. 10,000 , a 

replica and a 
Direction 

certificate 
G. 1822 
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Award for the best Actor 


of the year 


A cash award of Rs. 5,000 , a replica and a 

certificate 
A cash award of Rs. 5,000 , a replica and a 

certificate 
A cash award of Rs. 3,000 , a replica and a 

certificate 


Award for the best Actress 

of the year 
Award 

for 

the Best 
supporting role of the 

year (male ) 
Award for 

the Best 
supporting role of the 

year (female) 
Award for the Best child 

Artiste of the year 
Award for the Best story 

writer of the year 
Award for excellence in 

Cinematography 


A cash award of Rs. 3,000 , a replica and a 

certificate 


Award for excellence in 

Cinematography 

(Colour ) 
Award for the Best screen 

play of the year 
Award for the best lyrist 


A cash award of Rs. 2,000 , a replica and a 

certificate 
A cash award of Rs. 3,000 , a replica and a 

certificate 
A cash award of Rs. 3,000, a replica and a 

certificate to the best Cameraman of a 

Black and White film 
A cash award of Rs. 3,000 , a replica and a 

certificate to the best Cameraman of a 

colour film 
A cash award of Rs. 3,000 , a replica and a 

certificate 
A cash award of Rs. 3,000 , a replica and a 

certificate 
A cash award of Rs. 3,000 , a replica and 

certificate 
A cash award of Rs. 3,000 , a replica and a 

certificate 


of the year 


a 


Award for excellence in 

Music Direction 
Award for the Best Male 

Play-back Singer of 


the year 


Award for the Best Female A cash award of Rs. 3,000 , a replica and a 
Play-back Singer of 

certificate 
the year 
Award for the Best Film A cash award of Rs. 3,000 , a replica and a 
Editor of the year 

certificate 
Award for excellence in A cash award of Rs. 3,000 , a replica and a 
Art Direction 

certificate 
Award for the Best sound A cash award of Rs. 3,000, a replica and a 
Recordist of the year 

certificate 

(ü ) Documentary Films 
Award for the best docu A cash award of Rs. 3,000 , a replica and a 
mentary film (on 

certificate to the Producer and Rs. 2,000, 
subjects relating to 

a replica and a certificate to the Director 
Kerala in Malayalam 
and in other languages) 
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(ii) Children s Films in Malayalam 
Award for the best 

A cash award of Rs. 3,000 , a replica ant a 
children s film 

certificate to the Producer and Rs. 2,000 , 

a replica and a certificate to the Director 

(iv ) Special Award 
1. A special award for the A cash award of Rs. 10,000 and a certificate 
best Malayalam film 

to the Producer of the film 
with aesthetic quality 
and popular appeal 
Explanatory Note- The terms " Producer ” , “ Director" , " Cinemato 

grapher" , " Actor " , " Actress ” , “ Child Artiste" , " Story Writer " , 
" Screen Play Writer" , " Lyric Writer” , “ Music Director" , 
“ Play-Back-Singer” , “ Film Éditor” and “ Art Director” used 
in these rules will be construed as referring to the " Producer" . 

Director " , “ Cameraman " , " Actor" , " Actress ” , “ Story 
Writer ” , “ Screen Play Writer” , “ Lyric Writer ” , " Music 
Director" , " Play -Back -Singer” , “ Film Editor ” “ Art Director " , 
and sound Recorder as the case may be , as given in the credit 
titles of the film entered in the competition duly certified by 
the Central Board of Film Censors . The term " Music " in 
the case of Music Direction will include back -ground music as 
well as songs, if any. The term Child -Artiste refers to one 

under sixteen years of age. 
II. (1) There will be a Judging Committee (hereinafter called the 
Committee ) to examine and select the best films, artistes and technicians 
who are to be given awards. 

( 2) " The Committee will consist of seven members, including the 
Chairman . The term of the non - official members of the Committee will be 
three months from the date of constitution of the Committee. Thc Director 
of Public Relations or his nominee from the Public Relations Department 
will represent the Government in the Committee and will function as the 
member Secretary of the Committee. The other six non - official members 
including the Chairman, to be nominated by the Government, will be 
persons who are distinguished in the field of motion picture, art, culture , 
literature or aesthetics” . 

(3) If the Chairman of the Judging Committee finds it inconvenient 
to attend two or more meetings of the committee , the committee will have 
the power to elect a working Chairman . 

(4 ) The quorum of the Committee shall be more than half the 
number ofmembers. 

(5 ) No person who has a share in the production or distribution of 
any film entered for the awards shall be a member of the Committee . 

(6 ) The awards will be decided by the Government 
recommendation of the Judging Committee. The Committee will make 
their recommendations to Government. 


on the 


(7) The decisions of the Government of Kerala 

will be final in 
respect of the Awards and of interpretation of these Rules and 

no appeal 
shall lie against them . 
(8 ) A person who participates in the Kerala State 

Awards for 
Malayalam Filmsunder these rules shall be deemed to have accepted these 
rules. 

III . The Director of Public Relations will arrange the screening of 
filmsat a public or private theatre for the Judges to examine the quality of 
films and the efficiency of artistes, producers, directors and technicians. 
The Director of Public Relations, may, at his discretion utilise the screening 
of films for the Judging Committee as a film festival and allow public entry 
into the theatre on a nominal charge . The entrants to the Award contest 
shall have no right to raise objections to the exhibition of films in public by 
ticket system . 

IV . (1 ) Entries for the awards will be invited every year by the Director 
of Public Relations by a date to be specified in a notification to be published 
in the Kerala Government Gazette . 

(2) Only films in respect of which censor s certificate were issued in 
the calendar year will be eligible for entry . 

(3) The application for entry shall be in the prescribed form which 
will be sent to the interested parties by the Director of Public Relations on 
request in writing . The price of each application form will be Re.I which 
may be remitted by money order or paid in cash . 

(4) . The applications for entry will be addressed to the Director of 
Public Relations and should reach him before the time and date specified 
in the notification . 

(5 ) Separate application should be sent in respect of each entry. 

(6 ) The following should also be sent to the Director , Public 
Relations simultaneously with the forwarding of the application : 

(a) A new print of the film entered . 
(b ) Twenty copies of the songs. Narnes of the Music Director , 

Lyric Writer and Playback artiste should be mentioned in 

the case of each song separately . 
(c) 20 copies of the synopsis of the story. The synopsis should 

remain within about two typed pages . 
(d ) 20 typed copies of the caste mentioning the respective role 

against eash Artists and the address of each artists. 
(e) 20 still photograghs pertaining to the scenes and characters in 

the film . 
(f) 20 copies of brochure, if any , and 20 copies of posters if 

available , 
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(g ) Two 

certified copies of the credits as they appear in the 
film . 
(h ) Certified true copy of Certificate issued by the Central Board 

of Film Censors. 
(7) . All transport costs on the consigninent and return of the film 
and publícity materials will be payable by the entrant. 

(8 ) All films will be submitted at the owner s risk and while the 
Government of Kerala will take all reasonable care of the film submitted , 
it will not be responsible for any loss or damage to the film while in their 
possession . 

( 9 ) The decision of the Governmentof Kerala whether a film is 
eligible to be entered for the awards and whether any film is a feature film , 
children s film or documentary film , and whether a film comes under the 
category of " completely shot in Kerala ” for the purpose of entry for the 
awa ds will be final . 

( 10 ) Entries entered in one category shall not be eligible for entry in 
another category. 

(11) No award will be given in a category for which the number of 
entries received is less than two . 

( 12 ) If a particular award is given to more than one person the cash 
award will be shared equally by them . 

( 13) A film which is a dubbed version or a retake or any adaptation 
of a film produced in another language which has won an award for films 
shall not be considered for the awards under these rules. The entrant shall 
certify that the film is not a dubbed version or retake or adaptation as 
aforesaid . 

(14 ) The Committee shall have the discretion not to recommend the 
grant of any particular award . 

(15 ) The Committee shall have the discretion to recommend a 
speciaì Award of Rs. 10,000 , a replica and a certificate to outstanding 
brilliance in any aspect of cinematic Art in the films screened before the 
Committee. 

( 16 ) Canvassing in any form shall make the entry invalid and 
shall disqualify it for awards. 

(17) The last date of entry may be relaxed at the discretion of 
Government of Kerala in exceptional cases. 

V ( 1) The awards shall be presented to the winners at a function 
which will be held at such place and on such date as the State Government 
may determine. 

(2 ) The award winners shall receive the awards in person at the 
function or they shall receive it from the Director of Public Relations on 
any working day within one month after the day of the function . If they 
fail to do so the award will be sent to the respective winners by registered 
post . 

G. 1822 
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(3 ) In case documentary films produced by the State Government 
are entered for the competition the Government representative in the 

Committee should not exercise their voting rights when the final selections 
made. 

VI (1) Government shall be entitled to retain one print of the film which 
receives an award . The prints so retained will be given to the Kerala State 
Film Development Corporation Limited who will reimburse to the Producer 
the cost of the print viz. cost of raw materials and processing charges 
reimbursement being made only if a brand new print is made available 
within three months from the date of announcement of the awards. If a 
brand new print is not supplied to the Director of Public Relations within 
three months of the announcement of the awards then no reimbursement will 
be made and the print entered for the award will be retained by the Govern . 
ment without any compensation to the Producer. 

(2) The Government shall also retain the right to screen such films 
with or without tickets in connection with 

functions organised by 
Government. 


Trivandrum . 


K. M. CHACKO , 
Director of Public Relations, 


Kerala Gazette No. 51 dated 23rd December 1980 . 
PARTI 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Abstract 


PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT– PUBLIC WORK ACCOUNTS - STORE 
ACCOUNTING - REVISED PROCEDURE - INTRODUCTION OF 

ORDERED CORRECTIONS/MODIFICATIONS— ISSUED 


PUBLIC WORKS AND ELECTRICITY (G ) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. (P ) No. 166/80 /PW & E . Dated , Trivandrum , 13th October 1980 . 


Read :-1. G.O. (P ) No. 77 /79 /? W & E. dated 6-7-1979 . 
2 . Lr. No. WM /II/15-488/1382/ 1199 dated 20-9-1979 from the 

Accountant General, Trichur. 
3. Lr. No. FGB4 . 42032/76 dated 14-11-1979 from the Chief 

Engineer , Buildings & Roads. 


ORDER 
Following corrections/modifications are ordered to be effected in the 
Government Order read as first paper above : 

1. Definitions : 

(3) Custodian of Stores: -The words Junior Engineer will be correc 
ted and read as Assistant Engineer : 

(7) Recoverable Payment:—The word each to be corrected and read 
as cash . 

(8) Stores Officer: - The words Assistant Engineer to be corrected 
and read as Assistant Executive Engincer . 

3. Receipts of Storis : 

(3) In the 5th sentence , after will be passed on to the supplier , the 
words for conveyance contractor who actually delivers the materials will 
also be added . 


G. 1603 
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5. Priced Store Ledger : 

The following will be added as sub para (2) and the existing sub paras 
( 2) and (3) will be renumbered as (3) and (4 ) respectively . 

(2) The triplicate copy of the indent after due valuation by the 
Stores Officer will be used for posting the Division -wise Register of transac 
tions adjusted under the head Cash Settlement Suspense Account in Form I 
of Appendix 8 of the K.P W.A Code . 

7. Accounting in the Work Abstract for Stock : 

(2 ) The words Suspense Head to be corrected and read as Sub 
Head . 

(5 ) The words suspense purchase to be corrected and read as 
Sub head purchase . 

11. Annual Valuation : 

(i) The fullstop between the words Revenue and Receipts will 
be corrected as a coma. 

13. Forms and Registers dispensed with : 
The following will be added as item ( 4) : 
(4 ) Day book of Receipts and Issues. 


ANNEXURE I 


WORKING INSTRUCTIONS 


3. Bin Card : 
In the second sentence , for safety the word safely will be substituted . 
5. Records to be maintained by the Stores Officer : 

The words Assistant Engineer to be corrected and read as Assistant 
Executive Engineer . 

Items ( j) Register of Indents to be received and (k ) Register of 
indents issued will be deleted . 

(b ) The words in quadruplicate) occurring in the second sentence 
will be corrected and read as "(in quintuplicate) . 

(d ). Priced Stores Ledger: -Irisert the word for between the words 
daily and each item in the 3rd sentence . 

(f) Summary of indents : — The existing para will be deleted, substitu 
ting the following: 

This is also prepared for each month and the postings are made immc 
diately after pricing the indents , daily. Separate summary should be 
prepared for each sub head and the value of all the sub heads abstracted on 
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another sheet as shown in the printed from arranging (i) issues within the 
revenue heads of the same grant, ( ii ) issueswithin the capital heads of the 
same grant, and ( iii) issues outside grant separately . 

(g ) Copies of G. R. S. - In the first sentence, after the word 
contractor the word supplier will be added . In the 4th sentence, the 
word purchased will be corrected and read as "purchase sub head . 

(h ) Copy of the Store indent: - The words "Sub Divisional Officer in 
charge of the work occurring in the second sentence will be corrected and 
read as Assistant Engineer in charge of the work . 

After sub para (i) Register of Purchase Orders of para 5 , the follow 
ing new para will be added as para 6 . 
(6 . 

Other Registers : 

(i) Register of indents received :-This will be maintained by the 
custodian of Stores. For detailed instructions, please see para 4 ( ii) of the 
Circular . 

Existing item ( j) . Register of indents received: - Please see para 4 ( ii ) of 
the Circular will be deleted . 

Existing sub para (k ) Register of Indents issued will be corrected as 
sub para ( ii ) of para 6 . 


ANNEXURE III 


Sl. No. (1) CBV 8 /4-76 to be corrected and read as (1) CBV 18 /4-76 . 

In the statement of "Work Abstract for Stock for April 1976 , title of 
col. 5 Storage will be corrected and read as Carriage and Storage , and 
the foot-note will be deleted 

In the statement of Stock Account Part II for April 1976 
Item Land Kiln etc 

Storage Storage 

Storage 
occurring in between the items Sdt. 58 and Other sub heads will be 
deleted and the following substituted : 
“ Carriage and Storage" 

“ Carriage and Storage " 

" Carriage and Storage" 
In Col. 6 against the item Sale on cash , Rs 500 will be supplied . 

In the Statement Stock Account Part I for April 1976 existing item 
Storage under "Sub Heads will be corrected and read as Carriage and 
Storage . 


By order of the Governor, 
C. P. RAMAKRISHNA PILLAI, 

Special Secretary. 
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To 


The Chief Engineer, Buildings & Roads . 
The Chief Engineer, Irrigation /National Highways/Project I, II and III. 
The Chief Engineer, Public Health & Engineering Department. 
The Accountant General, Kerala /Trivandrum / Trichur. 
The Finance Department. 
The Local Administration and SocialWelfare Department 
The Agricultural (MI) Department 
The Development Department 
The Water & Transport (Irrigation ) Department 
The Public Works ( H ) Department. 


Kerala Gazette No. 51 dated 23rd December 1980 . 
PART I 


Section ii 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


General Administration (SPL . A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 119030 /Spl. A3/79 /GAD . Dated, Trivandrum , 27th October 1980 . 

The following Notifications issued by the Government of India , Ministry 
of Home Affairs, DP & AR are republished . 


By order of the Governor , 
S. RAMAKRISHNAN NAIR , 

Under Secretary . 


No. 11052/1/80-AIS (II)-A 

GOVERNMENT OF INDIA 

Ministry of Home Affairs 
(Department of Personnel and Administrative Reforms) 

New Delhi, the 30th July, 1980 

NOTIFICATION 
G. S. R. 

--In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1 ) of section 3 of the All India Services Act, 1951 (61 of 1951 ), read 
with sub -rule 2 of rule 4 of the Indian Police Service (Cadre ) Rules, 1954 , 
the Central Government, in consultation with the Government of " Kerala 
hereny makes the following regulations further to amend the Indian Police 
Service (Fixation of Cadre Strength ) Regulations, 1955 , namely : 

1. (1) These regulations may be called the Indian Police Service 
( Fixation of Cadre Strength ) 3rd Amendment Regulations, 1930 . 

(2) They shall come into force on the date of their publication in 
the Official Gazette . 
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2 . In the Schedule to the Indian Police Service ( Fixation of Cadre 
Strength ) Regulati ns, 1959, for the heading " Kerala ard the entries 
occurring theicunder, the following shall be substituted , namely: 

“ KERALA 
1 . Senior posts under the State Government 

46 
Inspector General of Police 
Director of Vigilance (Investigation ) 
Commandant General, Home Guards, 

Civil Defence and Fire Services 
Deputy Inspectors General of Police (Ranges ) 

3 
Deputy Inspector General of Police (Crime 

Investigation Department and Railways) 
Deputy Inspector General of Police 

(Vigilance ) 
Deputy Inspector General of Police 

(Training) 
Deputy Inspector General of Police 

(A.P. Battalions) 
Deputy Inspector General of Police 

(Crime Investigation ) 
Deputy Inspector General of Police 

(Administration ) 
Assistant Inspector General of Police 
Additional Assistant Inspector General of 

Police 
Commissioner of Police , Trivandrum 
Commissioner of Police , Ernakulam City 
Commissioner of Police , Calicut 
Commandants, Armed Police Battalions 

3 
Superintendent of Police , Civil Supplies Cell 1 
Superintendents of Police, Special Branch CID 2 
Superintendents of Police , Cime Branch CID 3 
Surerintendent of Police (Railways) 
Superintendent of Police (Districts) 

11 
Superintendent of Police (Vigilance ) 

3 
Superintendent of Police (CrimeRescarch Cell) 1 
Principal, Police Training College 
Joint Superintendent of Police (Subdivisions) 3 


1 


1 


1 


1 


46 


3 


18 


21 


2 . Central Deputation Reserve at 40 % of 1 above. 
3 . Posts to be filled by promction and selection 

under Rule 9 of the Indian Poli e Service 
(Recruitment) Rules, 1954 @ 33-1 /3 % of 1 

and 2 abi ve 
4 . Posts to be filled by direct recruitment (1 and 

2 minus 3 above ) 
5. Deputation Reserve at 22.5 % of 4 above 
6. Leave Reserve @ 5.62 % of 4 above 
7. Junior posts @ 23.17 % of 4 abrive 
8. Training Reserve @ 11.91 % of 4 above 


43 
10 

2 
10 
5 


Direct Recruitment Posts 
Promotion Posts 


70 
21 


Total authorised strength 


91 


(Sd.) 
V. R. SRINIVASAN , 

Under Secretary to Govt. of India . 
N. B. - The total authorised strength of Kerala prior to the revised 

composition and strength as given in the above notification 


was 78 . 


No. 11052/1/80 -AIS (II)-B 

GOVERNMENT OF INDIA 

Ministry of Home Affairs 
(Department of Personnel and Administrative Reforms 

New Delhi, the 30th July 1980 . 

NOTIFICATION 
G.S.R .. .In exercise of the powers conferred by subsection (1 ) 
of section 3 of the All India Services Act, 1951, (61 of 1951) read with 
rule 11 of the Indian Police Service ( Pay ) Rules. 1954 , the Central Govera 
ment in consultation with the Government of Kerala , hereby makes the 
following rules lurther to amend the Indian Police Service ( Pay ) Rules, 1954 , 
namely: 

1. (1) These rules may be called the Indian Police Service (Pay ) 
6th Amendment Rules 1980 . 

(2 ) They shall come into force on the date of their publication in 
the Official Gazette . 


Scale of Pay 


2 . In the Indian Police Service (Pay) Rules, 1954, 

(a) In Schedule III-A - Posts carrying pay above the time scale in 
the Indian Police Service under the State Governments in the Table, for the 
entry " Kerala " occurring in the first column and the corresponding entries 
in the second and third columns the following shall be substituted , namely : 

“ KERALA 
Particulars of Posts 

Rs. 
Inspector General of Police 

2500-125 /2-2750 
Director of Vigilance ( Investigation ) 

2500-125/2-2750 
CommandantGeneral, Home Guards, Civil 
Defence and Fire Services 

2500-125 / 2-2750 
Deputy Inspectors General of Police (Ranges ) 2000-125 /2-2250 
Deputy Inspectors General of Police (Crime 

Investigatiön Department and Railways) 2000-125 /2-2250 
Deputy Inspector General of Police (Vigilance ) 2000-125 /2-2250 
Deputy Inspector General of Police ( Training) 2000-125 /2-2250 
Deputy Inspector General of Police , 
A.P. Battalions 

2000-125 /2-2250 
Deputy Inspector General of Police 
(Crime Investigation ) 

2000-125/2-2250 
Deputy Inspector General of Police , 
(Administration ) 

2000-125 /2-2250 
(b ) In Schedule III -B Posts carrying pay in the senior scale of the 
Indian Po ice Service under the State Governments (including posts 
carrying special pay ia addition to pay in the time scale) in the Table, for 
the entry " Kerala occurring in the first column and the corresponding 
entries in the second column, the following shall be substituted , namely: 

Assistant Inspector General of Police 
Additional Assistant Inspector General of Police 
Commissioner of Police , Trivandrum 
Commissioner of Police , Ernakulam City 
Commissioner of Police, Calicut 
Commandants, Armed Police Battalions 
Superintendent of Police , Civil Supplies Cell 
Superintendents of Pol ce , Special Branch C.I.D. 
Superintendents of Police, Crime Branch C.I.D. 
Superintendents of Police (Railways) 
Superintendents of Police (Districts ) 
Superintendents of Police (Vigilance) 
Sui erintend nt of Police ( Crime Rescarch Cell) 
Principal, Police Training College 
Joint Superintendents of Police (Subdivisions) 

(Sd .) 
V. R. SRINIVASAN , 
Under Secretary to the Govt. of India 
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Section is 
கேரள அரசு 
சட்ட (சட்டமியற்றல் - எ ) துறை 

அறிக்கை 
என் 1405 )-சட்டமியற்றல் ( எ ) 1/ 79 /சட்டம் 

1979 நவம்பர் 3 
திருவனந்தபுரம் , 

1901 கார்த்திகா 12 
கேரள மாநில சட்டமன்றத்தின் பின்வரும் சட்டம் பொது தகவலுக்கென 
இதனால் பிரசுரிக்கப்படுகிறது . சட்டமன்றப் 

பேரவை நிறைவேற்றிய 
மசோதாவிற்த 1979 நவம்பர் 2 - ம் நாள் குடியரசுத்தலைவரின் ஒப்புதல் 
கிடைக்கப் பெற்றது . 

ஆளுநர் ஆணைப்படி , 
பி . எ . ஸ்ரீனிவாசன் , 
கூட்டுச் செயலாளர் . 


Thc Kerala Land Reforms (Amendment ) Act, 1979 

1979 - ன் சட்டம் எண் 27 
1979- ன் கோள நிலச்சீர் திருக்த (திருக்க) சட்டம் 
1963- ன் கேரள நிலச் சீர்திருத்தச் சட்டத்தினை சேலும் திரித்துவ ர ற்கான 
ஒரு சட்டம் , 

தோற்றுவாய்.-- இ.தன்பின்னர் வரும் நோக்கங்களுக்காக 1953- ன் கேரள 
நிலச சீர்திருத்த சட்டத்தின மேலும் திருத்துவது உகந்ததாகையால் , 

இது இந்திய குடியரசின் முப்பதாவது வருடத்தில் பின்வருமாறு சட்ட 
மாக்கப்படட்டும் ; 
1 . 

சுருக்கத் தலைப்பும் ஆ " ம்பாரம் - ( 1 ) இந்த சட்டம் , 1979 - ன் கேரள 
நில சீர்திருத்த (இருத்த ) சட்டம் என அழைக்கப்படலாம் . 

( 2 ) இது 1979 ஜூலை 7 - ம் நாள் அமலுக்கு வந்திருப்பதாகக் கருதப் 
படும் . 

2. பிரிவு 2 - ன் திருத்தம்.-- இதன் பின் முதற்சட்டம் என்று குறிப்பி .ப் 
படும் 1963 - ன் கேரள நிலச் சீர்திருத்த சட்டத்தின் ( 1964- ன் 1 ) பிரிவு 2 - ன் உட் 
பிரிவு (41)-ன் துணை உட்பிரிவு ( சி .- ல் “ நில வாரியம் எனும் சொற்களுக்குப்பின் 
அல்லது அதது காரியத்திலாவது போல் தாலுகா நில வாரியம் எனும் கொற்சள் 
இடப்படவேண்டும் . 

3. புதிய பிரிவு GR- ஐப் புகுத்துதல். - முதற் சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 6 பி-க்கப் 
பிறகு பின் வரும் பிரிவு சேர்க்கப்படவேண்டும் , அதாவது : 
G. 2025 / V . 
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“ சி . அபிவிருத்திப்பணிகள் செய்த சில குத்தகைக்காரர்களைக் குடியானவர் 
களாகக் கருதுதல்.- பிரிவு 74 - ல் அல்லது , ஏதேனும் ஒப்பந்தத்திலோ. ஏதேனும் 
தீப்பலோ , தீர்ப்புச் சுருக்கத் திலோ அல்லது ஏதேனும் , நீதிமன்றத்தின் 
அல்லது வேறு அதிகாரத் தா னத்தின் உத்தரசலோ அடங்கியுள்ள எதுவும் 
எவ்வாறிருப்பினும் , 1969 - ன் கேரள நிலச சீர்திருத்த (திருத்த) சட்டம் ஆரம் 
பமானபோது 1964 ஏப்பிரல் முதல் நாளுக்கு பின் நிறை வேற்றப்பட்ட குத்த 
கைப்பத்திரத்தின் அடிப்படையில் வேறு நபரின் பூமியைக் கைவசம் வைத்திருக் 
கின்ற எந்த நபரும், 

( எ ) ( அவரது குடும்பத்தின் ஏதேனும் அங்கத்தினர் உட்பட ) குத்தகைப் 
பத்திரம் நிறைவேற்றிய அன்று நான்கு ஏக்கா பரப்பளவுக்கும் அதிகமான 
பூமிக்குச் சொந்தக்காரராக இல்லாமல் இருந்தால் அல்லது அத்தகைய பூமி 
லகவசம் வைக்காதிருந்தால் , மற்றும் 

( பி ) அவரோ அல்லது அவரது குடும்பத்தில் உள்ள ஏதேனும் அங்கத் 
தினரோ அந்த பூமியில் அபிவிருத்திப்பணி ஏதேனும் செய்திருந்தால் - அவர் 
குடியானவராகக் கருதப்படவேண்டும் . 
விளக்கம்.- இப்பிரிவின் தேவைகளுக்காக குத்தகைப் பத்திரம் நிறைவேற்றப் 

படும் நாளன்று இத்தகைய அபிவிருத்திப்பணிகளின் மதிப்பு 
நிலத்தின் மதிப்பிற்கு ஐப்பது சதவீதத்துக்கும் அதிகமாக 
இருந்தால் அத்தகைய அபிவிருத்திப்பணிகள் சரியான சீர் திருத் 

தகளாகக் கருதப்படவேண்டும் . " 
4. பிரிவு 19 - ன் திருத் “ ம் .-- முதற் சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 19- ல் “ நிலவாரியம் 
எனும் சொற்களுக்குப்பின் “ அல்லது அதது காரித் திலாலது போல் தாலுகா நில 
வாரியம் 

எனும் சொற்கள் சேர் . கப்படவேண்டும் . 
5. பிரிவு 26 - ன் திருத்தம் .-- முகற் சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 26 - ல் துணைப்பிரிவு 
( 3)-க்குப்பதிலாகக் கீழ்க்காணும் துனைப்பிரிவுகள் இடப்படவேண்டும் , அவை 


யாவன: 


" { 3 ) துணைப்பிரிவு ( 2)-ன் கீழ் நிர்ணயிக்கப்பட்ட தொகையைச் செலுத்தக் 
கடமைப்பட்ட நபர் அத்தொகை நிர்ணயிக்கப்பட்ட தேதியிலிருந்து ஆது மாத 
காலத்திற்குள் , அதனை நிர்ணயித்த நில தீர்ப்பாயத்திற்கு அத்தொகையை 
செலுத்தவேண்டும் . 

( 3 எ ) துணைப்பிரிவு ( 3) -ல் குறிப்பிடப்பட்டுள்ள தொகை அதனில் குறிப் 
பிடப்பட்டுள்ள கால அளவுக்குள் செலுத்தப்படாதபோது , சில தீர்ப்பாயத்தினால் 
மாவட்டக் கலெக்டருக்குக் கொடுக்கப்படும் எழுத்து வடிவிலான கோரிக்கையின் 
மேல் துணைப்பிரிவு ( 2 ) -ன் கீழ் தொகை நிர்ணயிக்கப்பட்ட தேதியிலிருந்து 
ஆண்டொன்றுக்கு 6 சதவீத நிரக்கில் உள்ள வட்டியுடன் 1963 - ன் கேரள 
வருவாய் வசூல் சட்டத்தின் ஏற்பாடுகளின் கீழ் வசூலிக்கப்படவேண்டும் . " 

6. பிரிவு 27 - ன் திருத்தம் . - முதற் சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 27 - ல் உள்ள 
விளக்கம் II , விளக்கம் III 1970 ஜனுவரி முதல் நாளிலிருந்து மறு 
எண்ணிடப்படவும் அவ்வாறு மறு எண்ணிடப்பட்டதாகக் கருதப்படவும் 
வேண்டும் என்பதுடன் , அவவாறு மறு எண்ணிடப்பட்ட விளக்கத்திற்கு முன் 
கீழ்க்காணும் விளக்கம் மேற்கூறிய தேதியன்றும் அன்று முதலும் இடைப்புகுத் 
தப்படுவதுட்ள் இடைப்புகுத்தப்பட்டதாகக் கருதப்படவும் வேண்டும் , அதாவது : 


என 


வரி 


“ விளக்கம் II கையிருப்புப்பூமி சம்பந்தமாகக் கைமாற்றம் பெற்ற நபரால் 
செலுத்தப்பட்ட அல்லது அவருக்கு விலையாகச் சேரவேண்டிய தொகையின்மேல் 
கைமாற்றம் கொடுத்தவர் கைமாற்றம் பெற்றவருக்கு வட்டி செலுத்துவதற் 
காகவோ அல்லது கைமாற்றம் பெற்றவர் அரசுக்குச் சேரவேண்டிய நிலவிரியைச் 
செலுத்துவதற்காகவோ அல்லது ஏதேனும் தல அதிகாரத் தாபனத்திற்குச் 
சேரவேண்டிய ஏதேனும் 

அல்லது தீர்வையினைச் செலுத்துவதற்காகக் 
குடியுரிமை ஒப்பந்தம் உள்ளபோது இப்பிரிவின் தேவைக்காக அந்தக் கைவச 
உரிமையின் ஒப்பந்த வாடகை இத்தகைய வட்டி , வரி மற்றும் மே வேரியினைக் 
குறைத்தபின் கணக்கிடப்படவேண்டும். 

7. பிரிவு 63- ன் திருத்தம் . - முதற் சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 63 - ல் துணைப்பிரிவு 
( 7) -ல் கீழ்க்காணும் காப்புவாசகமும் , விளக்கவும் சேர்க்கப்படவேண்டும் , அதா 

“ எனினும் , இதற்கென உருவாக்கப்பட்ட விதிகள் அனுசரித்து இத்தகைய 
நபர் அந்தத் தொகையைப் பெற்றுக்கொள்வதற்கென அவரது 

குடும்பத்தில் 
உள்ள ஏதேனும் அங்கத்தினரை பெயர் நியமனம் செய்தால் அந்த தொகை 
அவ்வாறு பெயர் நியமனம் செய்யப்பட்ட நபருக்குக் கொடுக்கப்படவேண்டும் . 
விளக்கம்.- முன் சாப்பு வாசகத்தின் நோக்கங்களுக்காக , குடும்பத்தின் 

அங்கத்தினரி எனில் மனைவி அல்லது கணவன் , மகள் அல்லது 

மகள் எனப் பொருடபடும் . 
8. பிரிவு 72 எச் - ன் திருத்தம்.-- முதற் சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 72 எச் - ன் துணைப் 
பிரிவு ( 8) -ல் பின் வரும் காப்புவாசகமும் விளக்கமும் சேர்க்கப்படவேண்டும் , 
அதாவது: 

“ எனினும், இதற்கென உருவாக்கப்பட்ட விதிகள் அனுசரித்து இத்தகைய 
நபர் அந்தத் தொகையைப் பெற்றுக் கொள்வதற்கென அவரது குடும்பத்தில் 
ஏதேனும் அங்கத்தினரை பெயர் நியமனம் செய்தால் அந்தத்தொகை அத்தகைய 
நபருக்குக் கொடுக்கப்படவேண்டும் . 
வி க்கம்.-- முன் காப்பு வாசகத்தின் நோக்கத்திற்காக , “ குடும்ப அங்கத் 

தினர் எனில் மனைவி அல்லது கணவன் , மகன் அல்லது மகள் 

எனப் பொருட்படும் 
9. பிரிவு 72 ஐ - ன் திருத்தம்.- முதற் சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 72 ஐ - ல் , 
( 1 ) துணைப்பிரிவு ( 3 )-ல் கீழ்க்காணும் காப்பு வாசகம் சேர்க்கப்பட வேண்டும் , 
அதாவது : 

“ எனினும் விண்ணப்பத்தில் குறிப்பிடப்பட்டுள்ள விண்ணப்பதாருக்குச் சேர 
வேண்டிய நஷ்ட ஈடுத்தொகை நிலவாரியத்தினால் நிர்ணயிக்கபட்ட நஷ்ட ஈடு 
தொகையைவிட அதிகமாக இல்லாதபோது விண்ணப்பதாருக்கு விசாரனை 
செய்யப்படுவதற்கான வாய்ப்பளிக்கத் தேவையில்லை. " 

( 2 ) துணைப்பிரிவு ( 5 ,-ல் “ காலாவதியான தேதியன்று எனும் சொற்க 
ளுக்குப் பதிலாக “ காலாவதயாகும் தேதிக்கு முன் எனும் சொற்கள் சேர்க்கப் 
படவேண்டும் , 

10. பிரிவு 80 இ - ன் திருத்தம்.- முதற் சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 80 இல் துவப் 
பிரிவு (6 - ல் பின் வரும் காப்பு வாசகமும் விளக்கமும் சேர்க்கப்பட வேண்டும் , 
அவையாவன: 

“ எனினும் , இதற்கென உருவாக்கப்பட்ட விதிகள் அனுசரித்து இத்தகைய 
நபர், தொகையை ஏற்றுக்கொள்வதற்கென அவரது குடும்பத்திலுள்ள ஏதேனும் 
அங்கத்தினரைப் பெயர் நியமனம் செய்தால் , அந்தத் தொகை அத்தகைய 
நபரிடம் கொடுக்கப்படவேண்டும் . 


4 


வேண்டும் 
, 


அல்லது 


விளக்கம்.-- முந்திய காப்புவாசகத்தின் நோக்கங்களுக்காக “ குடும்ப அங்கத் 

தினர் ” எனில் மனைவி அல்லது கணவன் , மகன் அல்லது மகள் 

எனப் பொருட்படும் . 
11. பிரிவு 84 - ன் திருத்கம் .-- முதற் சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 84 - ன் துணைப்பிரிவு 
( 1) -க்குப்பின் கீழ்க்காணும் துணைப்பிரிவு 1970 ஜனுவரி முதல் நாளும் அன்றிலி 
ருந்தும் சேர்க்கப்படவும் சேர்க்கப்பட்டதாகக் கரு தப்படவும் 
அதாவது : 

“ (1 எ ) துணைப்பிரிவு ( 1 ) அல்லது ஏதேனும் நீதிமன்றத்தின் 
ஏதேனும் அதிகாரக்குழுவின் ஏதேனும் தீர்ப்பு , தீர்ப்புச் சுருக்கம் அல்லது 
ஆணையில் எதுவும் அடங்கியுள்ள போதிலும் , 1970 ஜனுவரி 1- ம் நாள் தொடங்கி 
1974 நவம்பர் 5 - ம் நாள் முடிவு றகின்ற கால அளவினுள் நிறைவேற்றப்பட்ட 
ஒரு இஷ்டதானம் வழியாக உச்சவரம்பு பகுதிக்கு மிகுதியான நிலம் சொந்த 
மாக்கியுள்ள அல்லது கைக்கொண்டுள்ள ஒரு நபரால் அவரது மகன் , அல்லது 
மகள் அல்லது இறந்துபோன அவரது மகனின் அல்லது மகளின் மகன் அல்லது 
மகள பேரில் நடத்தப்பட்ட தானாகச் செய்யப்பட்ட ஏதேனும் மாற்றம் , 

( எ ) இஷ்டதானத்தில் உட்பட்ட நிலத்தின் பரப்பு , பிரிவு 82 - ன் 
துணைப்பிரிவு ( 1 )-ன் உட்பிரிவு ( எ ) யின் குறிப்பிடப்பட்ட 
உச்ச 

வரம்புப் 
பாதிக்கு மிகுதியாகவில்லையாயின் ; மற்றும் 

( பி ) இஷ்ட தானத்தில் உட்பட்ட நிலத்தின் பரப்பு மேற்சொன்ன 
உட்பிரிவில் குறிப்பிடப்பட்ட உச்சவரம்புப் பகுதிக்கு அந்த உச்ச வரம்புப் 
பகுதியின் அளவுக்கு மிகுமாயின் ; 

செல்லுபடியற்ற தாக அல்லது எப்போதும் செல்லுபடியற்றதாகக் கருதப் 
படமாட்டாது . 
எனினும் இந்தத் துணைப்பிரிவில் அடங்கியுள்ள எதுவும்- 

( எ ) 1970 ஜனுவரி 1 - ம் நாள் திருமண மாகாத மைனராக 
நபர் பேரிலுள்ள மாற்றத்திற்கு , 

( பி ) 1979- ன் கேரள நில சீர்திருத்த ( திருத்த ) சட்டத்தின் தொடக் 
கத்திற்கு முன்னர் பிரிவு 96 - ன் கீழ் பதிவின் மீது ஒப்படைக்கப்பட்ட ஏதேனும் 
நிலம் சம்பந்தமாக 

பொருந்தாது. " 

12 . பிரிவு 85 - ன் திருத்தம்.-- முதற் சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 85 - ன் இறுதியில் 
பின் வரும் துணைப்பிரிவுகள் சேர்க்கப்படவேண்டும் , அவையாவன : 

" ( 10 ) பிரிவு 84 - ன் துணைப்பிரிவு ( 1 எ )-ல் ஏற்பாடுகளில் 
அடிப்படையில் ஏதேனும் நிலத்தின் உரிமை அல்லது கைக்கொள்ளல் அல்லது 
இரண்டினையும் திரும்பப் பெறுவதற்கு உரிமையுடைய ஏதேனும் தபர் , 1979 - ன் 
கேரள நில சீர்திருத்த (திருத்த ) சட்டத்தின் தொடக்கத்திலிருந்து அறுபது நாட் 
களுக்குள் அதனைத் திரும்பப் பெறுவதற்கு அதது காரியத்திலாவதுபோன்று 
நில வாரியத்திற்கு அல்ல ; தாலுகா நில வாரியத்திற்கு விண்ணப்பிக்கலாம் . 

(11) துணைப்பிரிவு ( 10 )-ன் கீழ் ஒரு எண்ணப்பம் குறிப்பிடப்பட்ட நமூனா 
வில் இருக்கவேண்டும் , குறிப்பிடப்பட்ட விபரங்கள் அடங்கியிருக்க வேண்டும் , 
மற்றும் குறிப்பிடப்பட்ட விதத்தில் சரி பார்க்கப்படவேண்டும் . 
( 12) 

துணைப்பிரிவு (10 )-ன் கீழ் ஒரு விண்ணப்பம் கிடைத்ததும் அதது , 
காரியத்திலாவதுபோன்று நில வாரியம் அல்லது தாலுகா நிலவாரியம் விண்ணப்ப 
தாருக்கு அல்லது பாதிக்கப்படக்கூடிய ஏனைய பிற நபருக்கு அவரை விசாரிக்க 
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ஒரு தருணம் நல்கி , தேவையான விசாரணைக்குப்பின்னர் ஆணைமூலம் அத்து 
காரியத்திலாவதுபோன்று அந்த நிலத்தின் உரிமை , கைக்கொள்ளல் அல்லது 
இரண்டினையும் திரும்ப அளிக்கவேண்டும் . " 
13. பிரிவு 87 - ன் 

திருத்தம்.- முதற் சட்டத்தின் ரிவு 87 - ல் துணைப் 
பிரிவு ( 1 )-ல் விளக்கம் , விளக்கம் 1 என்று எண்ணிடப்படவேண்டும் - என்பதுடன் 
அந்த விளக்கத்திற்குப் பின்னர் , பின்வரும் விளக்கம் புகுத்தப்படவேண்டும் , 
அதாவது : -- விளக்கம் II- பிரிவு 83- ன் கீழ் அவிவிக்கப்பட்ட தேதிக்குப் 
பின்னர் அட்டவணை II ல் குறிப்பிடப்பட்ட ஏதேனும் பிரிவு நிலம் அந்த அட்ட 
வரண பில் குறிப்பிடப்பட்ட ஏபோய பிற பிரிவிலான நிலமாக மாற்றப்பட்டிருக்கு 
மிடத்து அல்லது பிரிவு 81 - ன் கீழ் இந்த அத்தியயத்தின் ஏற்பாடுகளிலிருந்து 
தவிர்க்கப்பட ஏதேனும் நிலம் அவ்வாறு தவிர்க்கப்படாத ஏதேனும் பிரிவு 
நிலமாக மாற்றப்பட்டிருக்குமிடத்து அதன் பலனாக ஒரு நபர் சொந்தமாக்கிய 
அல்லது கைக்கொன்றுள்ள நியத்தின் மொத்தப்பரப்பு உ சவரம்பு பகுதிக்கு 
மிகுமாயின் , உச்சவரம்புப்பகுதிக்த மிகுதியான அளவிலான நிலம் மேற்சொன்ன 
தேதிக்குப் பின்னர் சேர்க்கப்பட்ட நிலமாகக் கருதப்படும் . 

14. பிரிவு 93 எ - யின் திருத்தம் - முதற் சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 98 எ - பின் 
பின் வரும் விளக்கம் சேர்க்கப்படவேண்டும் , அதாவது : 
விளக்கம்-- ஒரு நிறுவனம் , ஒரு மதப்பிரிவினால் அல்லது அதன் ஏதேனும் 

பிரிவினால் பேணப்படுகின்ற மத மற்றும் அற ேதாக்கங்களுக்கான 
ஒரு பொதுத தன்மை வாய்ந்த நிறுவனம் தானாஎனும் பிரச்சி 
எழுந்தால் அது அரசினால் முடிவு செய்யப்படவேண்டும் என் 

பதுடன் அத்தகைய முடிவு இறுதியானதாக இருக்கும். " 
15 . பிரிய 101 - ன் திருத்தம்.- முதற் சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 101 - ல் துணைப் 
பிரிவு ( 2 )-ன் உட்பிரிவு ( இ )-யில் , அதல் சொந்த பிரேரணையினால் அல்லது " 
எனும் சொற்கள தொடக்கத்தில் புகுத்தப்படவேண்டும் , 

16. 108 எ- எனும் புதிய பிரிவு புகுக்கப்படல்.- முதற் சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 
108 - ற்குப்பின்னர் , பின் வரும் பிரிவு புகுத்தப்படவேண்டும் , அதாவது : 

( 103 எ நில தீர்ப்பாயத்தின் முன்னுள்ள நடவடிக்கைகளுக்கு சிவில் 
நடை முறை விதித்தொகுப்பின பிரிவு 11 பொருந் - தல்.- 1903 - ன் சிவில் நடை 
முறைவிதித்தொகுப்பின் ( 190 - ன் மத்திய சட்டம் 5 ) பிரிவு 11 - ன் ஏற்பாடுகள் , 
மயன்றவரையில் , நில தீர்ப்பாயத்தின் முன்னுள்ள தடவடிக்கைகளுக்குப் 
பொருந்தும். 

17 . நிலையற்ற எற்பாடு.- ( 1 ) ஏதேனும் ஒப்பநதம் அல்லது 
ஏதேனும் நீதிமன்றம் அல்லது அதிகாரக்கு ழவின் ஏதேனும் தீர்ப்பு , தீர்ப்புச் 
கருக்கம் அல்லது ஆணையில் 

எ உ வும் அடங்கியுள்ளபோதிலும் 
இந்த சட்டத்தினால் திருத்தப்பட்ட முதற் சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 27 - ன் வியக்கம் பால் 
குறிப்பிடப்பட்ட ஒரு நிலம் சம்பந்தமாக உரி - 1ம , பட்டயம் மற்றும் பாத்தியதை 
ஒரு பயிரிடும் குடியானவன் பேரில் ஒப்படைக்கப்பட்டிருக்குமிடத்தும் அத்தகைய 
நிலம் சம்பந்தமாக தல்கப்படவேண்டிய கொள்முதல் விலை மற்றம் நஷ்டாடு 
அல்லது வருடாந்திரத் தொகை மேற்சொன்ன விளக்கத்தில் குப்பிடப்பட்ட 
வட்டி, வரி அல்லது -ேல்வரியின் குறைவு செய்யாமல் கணக்கிடப்பட்ட ஒப்பந் 
தப்பாட்டத்தின் < ப்படையல் தீர்மானிக்கப்பட்டிருக்குமிடத்தும் நிலத்தீர்ப் 
பாயம் , அத்தகைய உரிமை, பட்டயம் மற்றும் பாத்தியதை ஒப்படைக்கப்பட்ட 
பயிரிடும் குடியானவனால் அல்லது அவரது பாத்தியதையுடைய பின்காமியால் 
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இந்த சட்டத்தின் தொடக்கத்திலிருந்து ஒரு வருடத்திற்குள் நல்கப்பட்ட 
விண்ணப்பத்தின் மீது , ஆண வாயிலாக , அத்தகைய வட் , , வரி அல்லது மேல் 
வரியினைக் குறைவு சோட்து கலாக்கிடப்பட்ட ஒப்பந்தப்பாட்டத்தின் அடிப்படை 
யில் அத்தகைய நிலம் சம்பந்தமாக நல்கப்பட வேண்டிய கொள்முதல் விலை 
மற்றும் நஷ்டஈடு அல்லது வருடாந்தரத் தொகையினை நிர்ணயிக்கலாம் . 

( 2 ) துணைப்பிரிவு {1 -ன் கீழ் ஒரு விண்ணப்பம் குறிப்பிடப்பட்ட நமூனா 
விலும் குறிப்பிடப்பட்ட விபரங்கள் அடங்கியதாகவும் இருக்கவேண்டும் . 

( 3 ) துணைப்பிரிவு (1 )-ன் கீழ் ஒரு ஆணை , அதனால் பாதிக்கப்பட்ட 
நபருக்கு அவரை விசாரிக்க தரும்நல்காமல் நிறைவேற்றப்படக்கூடாது , 

( 4 ) துணைப்பிரிவு (1 )-ன் கீழ் ஒரு ஆணை நிறை வற்றப்பட்டிருக்கு 
மிடத்து : 

( எ ) அத்தகைய ஆணையின் கீழ் நல்கப்படவேண்டிய தொகைக்கு 
மிகுதியாக நஷ்ட ஈடு ஆக . ஒரு நிலச் சொந்தக்காரருக்கு அல்லது இடையீட் 
டாளருக்கு நல்கப்பட்ட ஏதேனும் தொகை (து,றிப்பிடப்பட்ட கால அளவினுள் 
நிலச் சொந்தக்காரராலும் டையீட்டாளராலும் அரசிற்கு திரும்ப அளிக்கப் 
பட வேண்டும் என்பதுடன் திரும்ப அளிப்பதற்காக திர்ணயிக்கப்பட்ட தேதிக்கு 
முன்னர் அல்லது அன்று அத்தகைய தொகையினை நல்க நிலச் சொந்தக்காரர் 
அல்லது இடையீட்டாளர் தவ ராவாராயின் அது , நிலத்தின் மீதான 
வருவாய் நிலுவை எனுமாறு 1968 - ன் கேரள வருவாய் வசூல் சட்டத்தின் 
ஏற்பாடுகளின் கீழ் வசூலிக்கப்படவேண்டும் , 

( பி ) மேற்சொன்ன ஆணையின் கீழ் பயிரிடும் குடியானவனால் நல்கப்பட 
வேண்டிய தொகைக்கு மிகுதியாக அவரால் நல்கப்பட்ட ஏதேனும் 

தொகை 
குறிப்பிடப்பட்ட காலத்திற்குள் அவருக்கு திரும்ப அளிக்கப்படவேண்டும் . 
18. இரத்தாலும் தவிர்ப்பும் .-- ( 1 ) 1979 - ன் கேரள 

சீர திருத்த 
( திருத்த) அவசரச் சட்டம் (1979 - ன் 8 ) இதனால் ரத்து செய்யப்படுகிறது . 

( 2 ) அவ்வாறு ரத்து செய்யப்பட்ட போதிலும் மேற்சொன்ன அவசரச் 
சட்டத்தின் கீழ் அல்லது மேற்சொன்ன அவசரச் சட்டத்தினால் திருத்தப் 
பட்ட முதற் சட்டத்தின் கீழ் செய்யப்பட்ட ஏதேனும் காரியம் அல்லது மேற் 
கொள்ளப்பட்ட ஏதேனும் செயல் அதது காரியத்திலாவது போன்று இந்த சட்டத் 
தின் கீழ் அல்லது இந்த சட்டத்தினால் திருத்தப்பட்ட முதற் சட்டத்தின் கீழ் 
செய்யப்பட்டிருப்பதாக அல்லது மேற்கொள்ளப்பட்டிருப்பதாகக் கருதப்படும் . 


பொது - 


நில 


அரசு 


Kerala Gazctte No. 51 dated 23rd December 1980 
PART I 

Section iii 
கோள 
சட்டம் ( சட்டம் இயற்றல் - எ ) துறை 

அறிவிக்கை 
எண் . 14049/சட்ட மியற்றல் ( எ) 1/ 79/சட்டம் . 

1979 நவம்பர் 3 
திருவனந்தபுரம் , 

1901 கார்த்திகா 12 
கேரள 

மாநில சட்டமன்றப் பேரவையின் பின்வரும் சட்டம் பொதுத் 
தகவலுக்கென இதன்மூலம் பிரசுரம் செய்யப்படுகிறது . சட்டமன்றத்தால் 
நிறைவேற்மப்பட்ட மசோதாவுக்கு 1979 நவம்பர் 2- ம் நாள் ஆளுநரின் ஒப்புதல் 
கிடைக்கப்பெற்றது . 

ஆளுநர் ஆணைப்படி , 
பி எ . ஸ்ரீனிவாசன் , 
இணைச் செயலாளர் . 


The Kanam Tenancy Abolition (Second Amendmcnt ) Act, 1979 

1970 - ன் சட்டம் 26 


1979- ன் காணம் (கடிவார ஒழிப்பு ( இரண்டாவது திருக்க ) சட்டம் 
1976 - ன் காணம் குடி வார ஒழிப்புச் சட்டத்தை மேலும் திருத்துவதற்கான 
ஒரு சட்டம். 

தோற்றுலாய். - 1976 - ன் காணம் குடி வார ஒழிப்புச் சட்டத்தை இதன் பின் 
வரும் நோக்க 5-களுக்காக மேலும் திருத்துவது உகந்ததாகையால் : 

இது இந்தியக் குடியரசின் முப்பதாவது ஆண்டு பின்வருமாறு சட்டமாக்கப் 
படட்டும் : 

1. சுருக்கத்தலைப்பும் தொடக்கமும் .- (1 ) இச்சட்டம் 1979- ன் கானம் 
குடிவார ஒழிப்பு (இரண்டாவது திருத்த) சட்டமென அழைக்கப்படலாம் . 

( 2 ) இது 1970 ஐனுவரி முதல் நாள் அமலுக்கு வந்ததாகக் கருதப்பட 
வேண்டும் . 

2. புதிய பிரிவு 15 எ - ஐ புசத்தல்.- ( இதன் பின்னர் முதற் சட்டமென 
அழைக்கப்படும் ) 1976 - ன் காகம் டிவார ஒழிப்புச் சட்டம் ( 1976-7 16 ) 
பிரிவு 16 - க்குப் பிறகு பின் வரும் பிரிவு புகுத்தப்படவேண்டும் , அதாவது : 

ஜென்ரிக்காம் வைகளுக்காக ர்கப்பட்ட 
பூமியின் கைவசன 

டுதகல் .-- ( 0) ஏதனும் சட்டத்தல் அல்லன் 
நீதி என்ற கதன் ஏதேனும் கட்டளை, தாப்புச் சுருக்கம் அல்லது உத்தரவில் மாமுக 
* டங்கியுள்ள எதுவும் எவ்வாறிருப் னும், ஒரு தீப்புச் சுருக்கத்தின் நிறை 
வேற்றுகையில் ஜென் மிக்கரம் நிலுவைகளுக்காக ஏதேனும் கைவ - பூமி விற்பனை 

G. 140/ V . 


( < 15 எ . 


கைவு . 
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காசனம் 


கைவச 


செய்யப்பட்டால் , மேலும் நிச்சயிக்கப்பட்ட நாளுக்குப்பின் மற்றும் 1979 - ன் 
காணம் குடிலார ஒழிப்பு ( இரண்டாவது திருத்த ) அவசரச் சட்டம் கெசட்டில் 
விளம்பரம் செய்யப்படும் நாளுக்கு முன 

குடியானவன் அதன் கைவச 
உரிமையை விட்டுக்கொடுத்தால் , அத்தகைய விற்பனை தள்ளுபடி செய்யப் 
பட்டதாக விருக்கும் என்பதுடன் அத்தகைய காணம் குடியானவன் இப்பிரிவின 
ஏற்பாடுகளுக்குட்பட்டு அந்த 

உரிமையைத் திரும்பப் பெறுவதற்கு 
உரிமையுடையவராவார் . 

( 2) துணைப்பிரிவு ( 1)-ன் கீழ் தன் கைவச உரிமையை திரும்பப் பெற 
உரிமையுடைய எந்த நபரும் , 1979- ன் காணம் குடிவார (இரண்டாவது திருத்த ) 
அவசரச் சட்டம் கெசட்டில் வெளியிடப்படும் தேதியிலிருந்து ஆறு மாத காலங் 
களுக்குள் தீர்ப்புச் சுருக்கம் நிறைவேற்றிய நீதிமன்றத்தில் நிச்சயிக்கப்பட்ட 
நாளுக்கு முந்திய ஒரு வருட காலத்திற்கான ஜென் மிக்கர நிலுவைகளுக்கு ஈடான 
ஒரு தொகையைச் செலுத்துவதுடன் விற்பனையைத் தள்ளுபடி. செய்யவும் 
கைவச உரிமையைத் திரும்பப் பெறவும் விண்ணப்பிக்கவும் செய்யலாம் : 

எனினும் , கைவச பூமி தீர்ப்புச் சுருக்கம் வைத்திருப் வருக்கன்றி அதனை 
வாங்குபவருக்கு விற்பனை செய்யப்பட்டிருந்தால் இத்துணைப்பிரிவின் கீழ் 
செலுத்தப்படவேண்டிய தொகை ஆண்டொன்றுக்கு ஆறு சதவீத நிரக்கிலான 
வட்டியுடன் ( விலைக்கு) வாங்கிய தொகைக்கு ஈடான தாகவிருக்கவேண்டும் . 

( 3) நீதிமன்றம் தகுந்ததெனக் கருதும் அத்தகைய சுருக்கமான விசா 
ரணைக்குப்பின் விற்பனையைத் தள்ளுபடி 

செய்வதுடன் விண்ணப்பதாருக்கு 
அவரது கைவச உ.ரிமையைத் திரும்ப நல்கவும் வேண்டும் . 

( 4 ) துனைப்பிரிவு (2)-ன் கீழ் கட்டப்பட்ட தொகை போதுமான தல்ல 
வெனக் கண்டால் நீதிமன்றம் உத்தரவிடக்கூடிய அத்தகைய காலத்திற்குள் 
குறைவு வரும் தொகை நீதிமன்றத்தில் செலுத்தப்பட்டாலல்லாது துணைப் பிரிவு 
( 3)-ன் கீழான உத்தரவு பிறப்பிக்கக்கூடாது . 

( 5 ) நீதிமன்றம் , ஏலத்தில் விடுவதற்கான செலவுக்காகவும் , 
விற்பனைக்குப்பின் 

பூமியில் ஏதேனும் மேம்பாடு செய்திருந்தால் , 
அதற்கான மதிப்புக்காகவும் ஒரு தொகையை நீதிமன்றத்தில் கட்டவேண்டுமென 
விண்ணப்பதாருக்கு உத்தரவிடவும் செய்யலாம் . " 

3 . சட்டநீக்கமும் தவிர்ப்பும்.-- 1979 - ன் காணம் குடிவார ஒழிப்பு ( இரண் 
டாவது திருத்த) அவசரச் சட்டம் ( 1979- ன் 12 ) இதன் மூலம் நீக்கம் செய்யப் 
படுகின்றது. 

( 2 ) ...இவ்வாறு நீக்கம் செய்யப்படுவது எவ்வாறிருப்பினும் , மேற்கூறிய 
அவசரச் சட்டத்தின் மூலம் திருத்தம் செய்யப்பட்ட முதற் சட்டத்தின் கீழ் 
செய்யப்பட்ட எந்தச் செயலும் அல்லது மேற் கொள்ளப்பட்ட எந்த நடவடிக் 
கையும் இந்தச் சட்டத்தின் மூலம் திருத்தம் செய்யப்பட்டதாக அல்லது மே , 
கொள்ளப்பட்டதாகக் கருதப்படவேண்டும் . 


கைவச 
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PARTI 


Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( F ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


. 


G. 0. Rt. No. 1329/80 /LBR . Dated, Trivandrum , 22nd September 1980 . 

S. R. O. No. 1213 /80. - In exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 87 of the Employees State Insurance Act, 1948 ( Central Act 34 of 
1948 ), read with section 91- A thereof, and on the recommendation of the 
Government of India , the Government of Kerala hereby exempt from the 
Operation of the provisions of the said Act for a further period with 
effect from the 1st day of July, 1980 upto and inclusive of th : 31st day of 
December, 1980 every factory or establishment, 
(a ) Which is engaged 
(i) exclusively in one or more of the manufacturing processes 

specified in column 1 of the schedule annexed hereto or 
any other manufacturing processes which is incidental to 

or connected with any of the aforesaid processes ; and 
(ii) Partly in one or more the manufacturing ( processes specified 

and partly in one or more manufacturing processes specified 
in the definition of seasonal factory in 

clause (12 ) of 
Section 2 of the said Act . 
(b ) which is situated in any area specified in the corresponding entry 
column 2 of the said schedule subject to the conditions, if any specified in 
the corresponding entry in column 3 of the said schedule. 


SCHEDULE 


onditions 


Area where 

situated 


( 2) 


(3 ) 


Name of the 
manufacturing 
process 

( 1) 
Redrying manufactured 

leaf tobacco 
2. Rice Milling 
3. Salt Manufacture 


Kerala State 


Nil 


00 . 


do . 


G. 1582 


2 


( 1) 


(2 ) 


( 3) 


4 . 


Oil Mill 


Kerala state 


Provided that the process of 
oil milling is subsidiary to 
any other manufacturing 
process which is seasonal 
and so long as the number 
of employees engaged in 
oil milling is less than 
fifty 

Nil 


5 . 


do . 


Wool Pressing either with 

without : Cotton 
pressing and ginning 


or 


By order of the Governor, 

C.P. NAIR , 

Special Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indica s 
its general purport) . 

The Government of India are considering a proposal for specifying the 
seasonal processes under section 2 ( 12 ) of the Employees State Insurance 
Act. In the circumstances in letter No. S- 380 14 /8 /80 -H dated the 30th 
July, 1980 , the Government of India , Ministry of Labour have requested , 
the State Government to grant exemption under section 37 of the Employees 
State Insurance Act to the factories engaged in the processes mentioned 
above for a further period of one year from 1st July , 1980 
December , 1980. 

This notification is intended to achieve the above object. 


to 31st 


Kerala Gazette No. 51 dated 23rd December 1980 . 
PART 1 


Section is 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare (D ) Department 

WITHDRAWAL NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Ms) 286 /80 /LA & SWD . Dated , Trivandrum , 28th November 1980 . 

S.R.O. No.1214 /80 -Under subsection (1 ) of section 52 of the Kerala 
Land Acquisition Act 1961 (21 of 1962 ), the Government of Kerala hereby 
withdraw from the acquisition of the landsmentioned in the schedule hereto 
annexed in respect of wiich land acquisition proceedings were initiated by 
the Revenue Divisional Officer , Muvattupuzha , by the issue of the notification 
No. A1-9287 /76 dated the 22nd October, 1976 under subsection (1) of 
section 3 thereof published at page 3608 of Part III of Kerala Gazette 
dated the 30th November , 1976 . 


SCHEDULE 

District - Ernakulam . 
Taluk - Kunnathunad . 

Village - Perumbavoor . 
Sl. No. Survey 

Description 

Extent 
No. 

in hectare 
301/10 

Dry 

0.1558 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to in licate 
its general purport.) 

The notification under section 3 (1 ) of the Kerala Land Acquisition 
Act, 1961 in rep ct of the lands under acquisition for the widening or the 
existing road leading to Fish Market and for the expansion of market in 
Perumbavoor Municipality was published in the Ke ala Gazette dated 
30-11-1976 . But the Municipal Council in its res lution No. IX dated 
17-11-1978 n the strength of the Government letter No. 55544 /D3/ 
77/LA & SWD dated 9-10-1978 has resolved to withdraw from the 
acquisition proceedings. Hence the withdrawal notification . 


20 TU 090.6 . mm 1214 80 . – 1961- el caos n enyº mg d 00 
( 1962-0421) 52 -J . u . ഇ താടുകൂടി ചേർത്തിട്ടുളള പട്ടികയിൽ പറ 
born 154830 ) . 1976 m2loM13 30-9.09w010e Odhog smoo103 III-) . 
COS. 3608-) . Go2708 ( 118 °W180 luvu 31) ° 00 ° 3-5 . 10334 
( 1)-0 . 2003/1010000293 1976 ഒക്ടോബർ 22-0 . 0007016 ) 
20-4-9287/76 ngan mmid 11226oom ,Njoogs:6112/19.00meº 030130032134 
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(1) 


( 2) 


4. Oil Mill 


Kerala state 


(3 ) 
Provided that the process of 
oil milling is subsidiary to 
any other manufacturing 
process which is seasonal 
and so long as the number 
of employees engaged in 
oil milling is less than 
fifty 

Nil 


5 . 


do . 


Wool Pressing either with 

without Cotton 
pressing and ginning 


or 


By order of the Governor, 

C. P. NAIR , ? 

Special Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of thenotification , but is intended to indica s 
its general purport ). 

The Government of India are considering a proposal for specifying the 
seasonal 

processes under section 2 (12) of the Employees State Insurance 
Act. In the circumstances in letter No. S - 380 14 /8 /80 - H dated the 30th 
July, 1980 , the Government of India , Ministry of Labour have requested 
the State Government to grant exemption under section 87 of the Employees 
State Insurance Act to the factories engaged in the processes mentioned 
above for a further period of one year from 1st July , 1980 
December , 1980. 

This notification is intended to achieve the above object. 


to 31st 


Kerala Gazette No. 51 dated 23rd December 1980 . 
PART 1 


Section is 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare ( D ) Departmen 

WITHDRAWAL NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Ms) 286 /80 /LA & SWD. Dated, Trivandrum , 28th November 1980 . 

S.R.O. No.1214 80 -Under subsection (1) of section 52 of the Kerala 
Land Acquisition Act 1961 (21 of 1962), the Government of Kerala hereby 
withdraw from the acquisition of the lands mentioned in the schedule hereto 
annexed in respect of wuich land acquisition proceedings were initiated by 
the Revenue Divisional Officer, Muvattupuzha, by the issue of the notification 
No. A1-9287/76 dated the 22nd October , 1976 under subsection (1 ) of 
section 3 thereof published at page 3608 of Part III of Kerala Gazette 
dated the 30th November , 1976 . 


Dry 


SCHEDULE 

District - Ernakulam . 
Taluk - Kunnathunad . 

Village - Perumbavoor . 
Sl. No. Survey 

Description 

Extent 
No. 

in hectare 
304/10 

0.1558 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to in licate 
its general purport.) 

The notification under section 3 ( 1) of the Kerala Land Acquisition 
Act, 1961 in re p ct of the lands under acquisition for the widening on the 
existing road leading to Fish Market and for the expansion of market in 
Perumbavoor Municipality was published in the Ke ala Gazette dated 
30-11-1976 . But the Municipal Council in its res lution No. IX dated 
17-11-1978 on the strength of the Government letter No. 55544/D3/ 
77 /LA & SWD dated 9-10-1978 has resolved to withdraw from the 
acquisition proceedings. Hence the withdrawal notification . 


ng Tue 80.a. mnuo 1214 80 . - 1961-oel 10 m Lonsdy ma no 
( 1962-0021) 52.. 2.31 ഈ താടുകൂടിചേർത്തിട്ടു ഉള പട്ടികയിൽ പറ 
brorO 1518303. 1976 molom 30-50100700 003 moo103 III- a 
GOD . 3608-) , GOJ27.00 ( 1 Tulcºwld019 unverozio 31000 3-3 . J.033 ° 
(1 )-0 . QUUO3010300193 1976 630 °csoms 22-5 . 09737wloz 
20-4-9287/76 ng m mmid 118 °6 . m . njooys2012/10 gode 03030030134 
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റവന്യൂ ഡിവിഷണൽ ഓഫീസർ സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പു 

നടപടികൾ ആരംഭിച്ച 
മായ സഥല മ വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നും ഇ തി ന 2 ൽ 

പിൻ 
വാങ്ങുന്നു . 

പട്ടിക 


( ഇത് 


വീതി കൂട്ടുന്ന 


ജില്ല - എറണാകുളം, 
താലൂക്ക്- കുന്നത്തുനാട്. 

വില്ലേജ° --- പെരുമ്പാവൂർ, 
കമനമ്പർ -1 
സർവ്വനമ്പർ -304/ 10 
വിവരണം-- പുരയിടം 
വിസ്തീർണ്ണം-0. 1558 ( ഹെക്ടർ) 

വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിൻറ 

ഭാഗമല്ല . എന്നാൽ 

പൊതു ഉ 8 ° ദേശം 
വ്യക്തമാക്കുന്നതിനുദ“ ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുള്ളതാണ്.) 
പെരുമ്പാവൂർ മുനിസിപ്പാലിററിയിലെ മാർക്കററ 

വികസിപ്പിക്കുന്ന 
തിനും ഇപ്പോൾ മൽസ്യമാർക്കററിലേയ് ക്ക് പോകുന്ന റോഡ് 
തിനു വേണ്ടിയുളള 1961- ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആക ° റ് 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ് 
(1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരമുളള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് വിജ്ഞാപനം 1976 നവംബർ 
30 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ കേരള ഗസററിൽ പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയിരുന്നു . 

എന്നാൽ കേരള സർക്കാരിൻറ 55544/ സി 3/ 77 എൽ. എ . ആൻറ് എസ്. 
ഡബ്ലിയു . ഡി . നമ്പർ ലറററിൻറ അടിസ്ഥാനത്തിൽ മുനിസിപ്പാലിററി 
അതിൻ IX-ാംനമ്പർ (പമേയംവഴി സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് നടപടികളിൽ 

നിന്നും 
പിൻവാങ്ങുവാൻ തീരുമാനിച്ചു . ഈ പിൻവാങ്ങൽ വിജ്ഞാപനം 
വേണ്ടിയുളളതാണ്. 

By order of the Governor , 
N. ANANCHA PERUMAL ACHARI, 

Deputy Secretary . 


അതിനു 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare ( C ) Department 

WITHDRAWAL NOTIFICATION 


G. O. Rt. No. 3885 / 20 /LA & SWD . Dated , Tritadiun , 3rd December 1980 . 

5. R. O. No. 1215 /80.- Under subsection (1) of section 52 of the 
Kerala Land Acquisition Act, 1961 (21 of 1962), the Government of 
Kerala , hereby withdraw from the acquisition of the land mentioned in the 
Schedule hereto annexed in respect of which land acquisition proceedings 
were initiated by the Tahsildar , Eranad and Land Acquisition Officer by 
the issue of the notification No. B3-15120 /77 , dated the 9th March , 1979 
under subsection ( 1 ) of section 3 thereof, published at page 6 of Part III 
of the Kerala Gazette dated the 26th June, 1979. 

SCHEDULE 

District - Malappuram 
Talnk - Ernad 

Village - Porur 
Desom |Kara — Chathangottupuram 
Sl.No. Sy. No. 

Description 

Extent 
1 281/2 U.D. 

13 cents 
(0 0526 Hectare ) 


Explaratory Note 
( This does not form part of the norisication , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport) . 

The Executive Officer, Porur Panchayat in his requisition dated 
20-8-1976 had applied for the acquisition of 13 cents of land in 
R.S. No. 281/2 of Chathangottupuram 

Amsom , Porur Village , for 
maintenance ofapproach road to Angadikulam . The acquisition proceedings 
under section 3 (i ) of the Kerala Land Acquisition Act, 1961 (Act ( 21 vi 
1962) was started by the Tahsildar , Ernad and the Land Acquisition 
Officer. But before completing the Land Acuqisition Proceedings the Porur 
Panchayat in its resolution No. 7 dated 10-10-1979 has resolved to withdraw 
the acquisition . In this case the land was not given advance possession to 
the Porur Panchayat and the work not started . The steps taken for the 
acquisition has therefore to be dropped . This does not involve the payment 
of compensation to the owners of the lard under section 52 of the Kerala 
Land Acquisition Act, 1961. The notification is intended to Withdraw 
from the proposed acquisition . 

G. 1781 


സ് ഥ ല മെ ടു പ് 


എസ്. ആർ.ഒ. നമ്പർ. 1215/ 80. - 1961 - ലെ കേരള 
ആകാറ് (1962 - ലെ 21) 52-ാം വകുപ്പ് 1 -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കേരള സർ 
ക്കാർ ഇതോടുചേർ ത്തിട്ടുളള പട്ടികയിൽ പറ ഞ്ഞിട്ടുളളതും 1979 ജൂൺ 

26 -ാം 
തീയ തിയിലെ കേരളാ ഗസററ് 3 -ാം ഭാഗം 6 -ാം വശത്തു ( പസിദ്ധീകരിച്ച 
(പസ്തുത ആക്ററ് 3 -ാം വകുപ്പു (1 ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുപ്രകാരമുളള 1979 
മാർച്ച് 9 -ം തീയതിയിലെ ബി3-15121/ 77 " എന്ന ന സർ വിജ്ഞാപനം 
പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചുകൊണ്ട് ഏറനാട് തഹശീൽദാരും ലാൻ അക്വിസിഷൻ 
ഓഫീസറും സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പു നട പടികൾ ആരംഭിച്ചിരുന്നതുമായ സ്ഥലം 
വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നും ഇതിനാൽ പിൻവാങ്ങുന്നു . 

പട്ടിക 


ജില്ല -- മലപ്പുറം 


വില്ലേജ°_പോരൂർ. 


താലൂക്ക് --ഏറനാം . 


ദശ • കര - ചാത്തങ്ങോട്ടുപുരം 


( കമനമ്പർ 


വിവരണം. 


സർവ്വ നമ്പർ 

281/2 


യു . ഡി . 


പിസ ” തീർണ്ണം 
13 സെൻ 
(0.0526) 
ഹെക്ടർ 


വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 


( ഇത് പരസ്യത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമല്ല . 

എന്നാൽ അതിൻറ 

പൊതുഉദ ° uo . 
സൂചിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനുദ്ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുള്ളതാണ്.) 
പോരുർ പഞ്ചായത്ത എക്സിക്യൂട്ടീവ ആഫീസർ 

അദ്ദേഹത്തിൻറ 
20-8-1976 - ലെ അപേക്ഷയിൽ അങ്ങാടികുളത്തേയ്ക്കുളള അ | പാച്ച് 

റോഡ് 
നന്നാക്കുന്നതിന് പോരുർ വില്ലേജിലെ ചാത്തങ്ങോട്ടുപുരം അംശത്തിൽ 
ആർ. എസ്. നമ്പർ 281/ 2- ൽ 13 സെൻ ° സ്ഥലം വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിനപേ 
ക്ഷിച്ചിരുന്നു . ഏറനാട് തഹശീൽദാരും എൽ. എ . ഓഫീസറും 1961 - ലെ 
കെ . എൽ. എ . കററ് (1962 - ലെ 21-ാം ആക്ററ്) 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1 ) -ാം 
ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം ഉളള 

സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ 

നടപടികൾ ആരംഭിക്കുകയും 
ചെയ്തു . എന്നാൽ സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ നടപടികൾ പൂർത്തിയാക്കുന്നതിനു 
മുമ്പായി പോരൂർപഞ്ചായത്ത് അതിൻറ 1979 ഒക ° ടോബർ 10 -ാം തീയതി 
യിലെ 7-ാംനമ്പർ (പമേയത്തിൽ പ്രസ്തുത സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പിൽ നിന്നും 

പിൻ 
വാങ്ങാൻ തീരുമാനിച്ചു . ഈ സംഗതിയിൽ സ്ഥലം പോരൂർ പഞ്ചായ ത്തിന് 
മുൻകൂർ ആയി കൈവശം നൽകുകയോപണി ആരംഭിക്കുകയോ ചെയ്തിട്ടില്ല . 
സ ° ഥലമെടുക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി സ്വീകരിച്ച നടപടികൾ അതിനാൽ വേണ്ടെന്നു 
വയ്ക്കേണ്ടിവന്നിരിക്കുകയാണ്. 1961 - ലെ കെ . എൽ. എ . ആക്ററ് 52 -ാം 
വകുപ്പുപ്രകാരം ഉടമസ്ഥർക്ക് നഷ്ട പരിഹാരം നൽകാൻ പഞ്ചായത്തിന 
ബാദ ° ധ്യത ഉണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്നതല്ല . ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചിരുന്ന സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പിൽ നിന്നും 
പിൻവാങ്ങുന്നതിനുദ്ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുള്ളതാണ് ഈ വിജ്ഞാപനം. 

By order of the Governor, 
N. ANANCHAPERUMAL ACHARI, 

Deputy Secretary . 
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Soction iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Revenue (B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 47874 /B1/80 /RD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 30th September 1980 . 
S. R. O. No. 1216 /80. - Under subsection (1) of section 52 of the 
Kerala Land Acquisitioa Act, 1961 (21 of 1962), the Government of 
Kerala hereby withdraw from the acquisition of the land mentioned in the 
schedule hereto annexed in respect of which notification No. A -4269/79 
dated the 13th July , 1979 under subsection (1) of section 3 of the said Act 
has been published at page 2938 of Part III of the Kerala Gazette dated 
the 16th October, 1979 . 


SCHEDULE 

District - Kozhikode 
Taluk - Kozhikode 

Village - Kasaba 
Desom |Kara - Kalathinkunnu 
Sl. No. Sy No. 

Description 

Extont 
T.S. 983/2 

Wet 

0.0120 Hectare 
Ward 5 
Block 20 

Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate the 
general purport). 

It has been decided to withdraw the acquisition proceedings in respect 
of above lands since alternative site has been selected for the purpose . 
Hence the withdrawal notification . 


ngmuº mg %..mmud 1216 /80. - 1961-me aos muºne6D51370 000 
( 1962-04 21) 52-5 . No 13 " (1)- . 201010110modo cons സർക്കാർ 
ഇതോടു ചേർത്ത പട്ടികയിൽ പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുള്ളതും, പ്രസ്തുത .ആക്ററ് 3-5 . 
QAH ( 1)-0. 221010224100899768 , 1979 60 csomni8 16-0,0970701 
GA OBUmón III-O. Boccordº 2938-0.0012100 1979 Xje100 ° 13-5 . 119cm7001.03 
ng 4269/79 mmid om 7 011acron JM . പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചിട്ടുളളതുമായ : ഭൂമി 
വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നും ഇതിനാൽ പിൻവാങ്ങുന്നു . 
G. 1512 
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പട്ടിക 


വിസ്തീർണ്ണം 


T 


ജില്ല കോഴിക്കോട 
താലൂക്ക് കോഴിക്കോട 

വില്ലേജ് കസബാ 
ദേശം കര - കളത്തിൻകുന്ന് 
കമനമ്പർ സർവ്വേ നമ്പർ 

വിവരണം 
ടി , എസ്. 983/2 

നിലം 

0.0120 ഹെക്ടർ 
വാർഡ്-5 
ബ്ലാക്ക് -20 

വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
ഇത് വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമല്ല . എന്നാൽ പൊതു ഉദ്ദേശം സൂചിപ്പി 
ക്കുന്നതിനുദ്ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുള്ളതാണ്. 
ആവശ്യത്തിനനുസരിച്ച് 

സ്ഥലം തെര ഞ്ഞെടുത്തിട്ടുളളതിനാൽ 
മുൻപറ ഞ്ഞ സ്ഥലങ്ങളെ സംബന്ധിച്ചുളള 

സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പു നടപടികൾ 
പിൻവലിക്കാൻ തീരുമാനിക്കുകയുണ്ടായി, അതിനുവേണ്ടിയാ ണ് 

ഈ 
പിൻവാങ്ങൽ വിജ്ഞാപനം. 


വ 


By order of the Governor, 

P. HYDRU , 
Additional Secretary. 
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Section i . 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
KERALA SERVICE RULES - LEAVE - MATERNITY LEAVE TO PROVISIONAL 
PEMALE RECRUITS AND FEMALE OFFICERS APPOINTED ON 

CONTRACT PASS - AU ADMENTS TO RULE 100 , 
PART - I AND APPENDIX VIII VOL . I 

ISSUED . 


FINANCE (RULES) DEPARTOIENT 
G. O. ( P ) No. 825 /80 / Fin . Dated, Trivandrum , 31st October 1980 . 


Read :-1. G.O. (P ) 349 /69/Fin . dated 2-7-1969 . 

2 . G.O. (P ) 718/71/fin . dated 12-11-1971. 
3. Letter No. Co-ord 11/ 12-28 / Appx . 172/59 dated 4-6-1980 
from the Accountant General, Kerala . 

NOTIFICATION 
S. R. O. No. 1217,80 . - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 (19 of 1968 ) 
read with section 3 thereof, the Government of Kerala bereby make the 
following rules further to amend the Kerala Service Kules, narely : 

AMENDMENT 

C.S. No. 381/80 
1. (i) These rules may be called Je Kerala Service ( Amend rents) 
Rules, 1980. 

(ii) Clause (i) of rule 2 shall be deemed to have come in to force 
with cffect from the 2nd July 1969 and clause (ii) of thatrule shall be deemeel 
to have come into force with effect from 26th August, 1971. 

2. In Part I of the Kerala Service Rules, 

(i) In rule 100 afier Note 3 , the following Note shall be inserici , 
namely :-- 
“ Note 4 :—Maternity leave under this rule and rule 101 shall be 

admissible to provisional female recruits contiming in 
service beyond one year provided they would continue in 

service but for proceeding on such Icave ." 
G 1651 


2 


( ii ) In Appendix VIII, after i ule 2 , the following Note shall be 
inscited , namcly :-- 
" Note: - Maternity leave under rules 100 and 101 will be admissible to 

female officers appointed on contract basis continuing in 
service beyond Che year provided they would continue in 
service but for proceeding on such leave." 

By order of the Governor, 
A. SHAMSUDDIN SAIT , 

Joint Secretary 
Explanatory Note 
These aracndmenis are to incorporate the contents of the G. Os. read 
above in the Kerala Service Rules. 
To 

The Accountant General, Kerala Trivandrum . 
All Heads of Departments and Offices . 
The Registrar , High Court of Kerala , Ernakulam (with C. L.) 
The Registrar, University of Kerala /Cochin /Calicut 
The Registrar , Agricultural University , Mannuthy 
The Secretary , Kerala Pubiic Service Commission , 

Trivandrum 
The Advocate General, Ernakulam 
The General Manager, K. S. R. T C., Trivandrum 
The Secretary, Kerala State Electricity Board , Trivandrum , 
The Special Secretaries, Secretaries, Additional Secretaries, Joint 

Secretaries, Deputy Secretaries and Under Secretaries to 
Government. 
The Private Secretaries to the Chief Minister and Other 

Ministers 
The Secretary to Governor 
The Under Secretary to the Chief Secretary 


) 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home (C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. MS. 11 /80 /Home. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 22nd November 1980 . 
S. R. O. No. 121880. - Shri M. Kunhikrishnan , Advocate, Badagara 
is app inted as Assistant Public Prosecutor Grade II in Kozhikode 
District . 


By order of the Governor , 
K. ACHUTHAN NAIR , 

Deputy Secretary . 


G. 1752 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Water and Transport (Transport B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O.Rt No. 850 /80 / W & T . Dated , Trivandrum , 28th November, 1980 . 

S. R. O. No. 1219 /80. - Whereas the Managing Partner, M /s. Kerala 
Transport Company, Calicut has stated that he has applied for an All India 
Tourist permit for his Vehicle, details of which are hereunder given ; 

And whereas the overall length and overhang of the vehicle exceeds the 
limits prescribed under the Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961 . 

And whereas the Government of Kerala are satisfied that in Vehicle 
can conveniently be used as an All India Tourist Service Bus with such 
excess measurements in overall length and overharg ; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by rule 368 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961 the Government of Kerala hereby exempt 
the said vehicle from the provision of sub rule (2) of rule 267 and rule 294 
of the said Rules. 


DETAILS OF THE VEHICLE 
Engine Number 

ALI. 99576 
Chassis Number 

ALC . 118547 
Maker s Name 

Ashok Leyland LTD . 
Type of Body 

All India Tourist Coach 
Wheel Base 

210 " 
Overall width 

248 Cms. 
Overall Height 

320 Cms. 
Overall Length 

965 Cms. 
Overhang 

315 Cms. 

(60 % ) 


By order of the Governor , 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 
Additional Secretary . 

{P.T, 0.] 


G. 1753 
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Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate its 
general purport). 

The Managing Partner , M /s Kerala Transport Company Calicut intends 
to operate the Vehicle as an All India Tourist Service Vehicle . The overall 
length and overhang of the Vehicle vary from the measurements prescribed 
under sub -rule (2) of rule 267 and rule 294 respectively of the Kerala Motor 
Vehicles Rules, 1961. Hence he has requested exemption from the 
provisions of sub-rule (2) of rule 267 and 1ule 294 of 

the Kerala Motor 
Vehicles Rules , 1961. Government have decided to grant the exemption 
sought. This notification is intended to grant the exemption sought. 
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Becdon iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Agriculture (Co -operation ) Deparimear 

ORDER 


G. O. Rt. No. 3189/80 /AD . Dated , Trivandrum , 24th November 1980 . 

S. R. O. No. 1220/80.-- Whereas under clause (d ) of subsection (2 ) 
of section 56 of the Kerala Co -operative Societies Act, 1969 (21 of 1969 ), 
a society may make donations not exceeding ten per cent only of the net 
profit for any charitable purpose as defined in section 2 of the Charitable 
Endowments Act, 1890 ( Central Act 6 of 1890 ) ; 

And whereas a large number of societies in the State would desire to 
contribute to the Chief Minister s Distress Relief Fund an amount exceeding 
en per cent of the net profit; 

And whereas the Government are satisfied that the provisions of 
clause (d ) of subsection (2) of section 56 of the said Act, shall, in the 
Public interest, be moditied in its application to the societies so as to enable 
them to make donations to the Chief Minister s Distress Relief Fund , of 
amounts exceeding ten per cent of the net profit ; 

Now , thererfore , in exercise of the powers conferred by section 101 of 
the Kerala Co-operative Societies Act, 1969 (21 of 1969) the Government of 
Kerala hereby direct that the provisions of clause (d ) of subsection (2 ) 
of section 56 of the said Act shall apply to the societies subject to the 
modification that the following proviso has been added to the said clause , 
namely : 
“ Provided that a society may donate an 

amount exceeding ten per 
cent of the pet profit to the Chief Minister s Distress Relief Fund in any year, 
subject to the condition that the amount in excess of ten per cent of the net 
profit so donated shall be carried forward and adjusted against the ten per 
cent profit available for donation fo charitable purposes, in the subsequent 
year or years" . 


By order of the Governor, 

S. PERUMAL PILLAI, 
Additionul Secretary. 


(P.T.o.) 


G. 1753 
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Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the Notification but is intended to indicale 
its general purport) 

As per section 56 (2) (d ) of the Kerala Co-operative Societies Act, 1969, 
any society after setting apart the funds to the Reserve Fund and 
Co -operative Education Fund may utilise the balance of its net profit not 
exceeding ten per cent of the net profit for any charitable purpose as defined 
in section 2 of the Charitable Endowments Act, 1890. The societies can 
donate amounts for any charitable purpose only according to the above 
provision . In order to enable the societies to make liberal contributions to 
the Chief Minister s Distress Relief Fund that is being raised by Government 
to afford relief in extreme hard unfortunate cases where there is no particular 
scheme of relief or aid , Government have decided to exempt all the 
Co-operative Societies in the State from the provisions of clause (d ) of sub 
section (2 ) of Section 56 of the Kerala Co -operative Societies Act, 1969. The 
Notification is intended for the above purpose . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O.Rt. No. 1678 /80 /LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 5th December 1980 . 
S.R.O. No. 1221/80. - In cxercise of the powers conferred by clause (a ) 
of sub -section ( 1) of section 5 of the Minimum Wages Act, 1948 (Central Act 
11 of 1948), the Government of Kerala hereby extend the term of the 
Minimum Wages Committee appointed by notification No. G.O.Rt. 16381 
77 /L & H dated the 23rd December, 1977, published as S.R.O.1239 /77 in 
the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 754 dated the 30th December, 1977 , to 
hold inquiries and advise the Government in respect of fixation of minimum 
rates of wages payable to employees employed in the Oil Milling Industry , 
for a further period from the Ist day of October, 1980 upto and inclusive of 
the 15th day of October, 1980. 

By order of the Governor, 

C.P. NAIR , 
Special Secretary 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

The term of the Minimum Wages Committee for Oil Milling Industry 
constituted as per G.O.Rt. No. 1638/77 dated 23-12-1979 . Extended vide 
G.O.Rt.No. 23 /79 /L & H . dated 5-1-1979 , G.O.Rt. 142/30 /LBR . dated 
25-1-1980, G.O.Rt.No.917 /80 /LBR . dated 27-6-1980 and G. O. Rt. 
No. 1178 /80 /LBR , expired on 30-9-1980 . Chairman has submitted to 
Government the Committee Report on 30-9-1980 . Labour Commissioner 
requested Government to grant 15 days of time for winding up of the 
Committee . Government have now decided to extend the term from 
1-10-1980 upto and inclusive of 15-10-1980 . This notification is intended to 
achieve the above object. 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare ( C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


.. 


G.O. Rt. No. 3805/80/LA & SWD . Dated, Tridandrum , 25th November 1980 . 

S. R.O. No. 1222 /80. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section ( 2) of section 62 of the Kerala Panchayats Act, 1960 ( 32_of 1960 ), 
the Goveroment of Kerala , after consulting the Nenmanikara Panchayats , 
hereby exclude from the operation of the suid Act, the public road specified 
in the Schedule below 

SCHEDULE 
1 . Name of District 

Trichur 
2 . Name of Taluk 

Mukundapuram 
3 . Name of Village 

Nenmanikkara 
4 . Name of Panchayat 

Nenmanikkara 
5 Name of road 

Paliakkara - Eravakkad 

Pullanipadam road 
6. Length of road 

3.010 kms. 
7 . Width of the road 

8 m . 
8. Important places through .. Paliakkara , Chittissery , Eravakkad , 

which the road passes Pullanipadam etc. 
Point at which the road Starts from Paliakkara and ends at 
starts and ends 

Eravakkad. 

By order of the Governor , 
N. ANANCHAPERUMAL ACHARY, 

Deputy Secretary . 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate 
its general purport.) 

As per G.O. Rt. No. 1510 /76 /PW . dated 31-8-1976 Government have 
accorded sanction to transfer the above road starting from Paliakkara and 
ending at Eravakkad from Panchayat for better improvement. This notifi 
cation is intended for excluding the above road from the operation of the 
provision of the Kerala Panchayats Act, 1960 . 


G. 1759 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (F ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No. 1576 /80 /LBR . Dated, Trivandrum , 11th November 1989 . 

S.R O.No. 1224 /80. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 
87 read with section 91 - A of the Employees State Insurance Act, 1948 
(Central Act 34 of 1948 ), the Government of Kerala in consultation with 
the Employees State Insurance Corporation hereby exempt The Veekshanam 
Printing and Publishing Company Ltd., Cochin -682018 from the operation 
of the provisions of the said Act for a period of one year from 31-1-1976 , 
subject to the following conditions, namely : 

1. The company shall maintain a register showing the names and 
designations of its employees; 

2. Notwithstanding this exemption , the employees shall continue to 
receive such benefits under the said Act to which they might have become 
entitled to on the basis of the contributions paid prior to the date from 
which exemption granted by this notification operates; 

3 . The contribution for the exempted period , if already paid , shall not 
be refunded ; 

4. The company shall submit in respect of the period during which its 
establishment was subject to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter 
referred to as the said period) , such returns in such form and containing such 
particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period under the 
Bmployees State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 ; 

5. Any Inspector appointed by the Corporation under subsection (1) 
of section 45 of the said Act, or other official of the Corporation authorisej 
in this behalf shall , for the purposes of - 

(i) verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted 
under subsection (1) of section 44 of the said Act ; or 

(ii) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained 
as required by the Employees State Insurance (General) Regulations, 
1950 for the said period ; or 

(iii) ascertaining whether the employees continue to be entitled to the 
benefits provided by the employer in cash and kind being beaefits in 
considerations of which exemption is being granted ua ler this notificatio : s; : 

G. 1678 
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(iv) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the said Act had 
been complied with during the period when such provisions were in force in 
relation to the said establishment be empowered to . 

( a ) require the company to furnish to him such information as 

he way consider necessary ; or 
( 0 ) enter any factory, establishment office or other premises 

occupied by the said company at any reasonable time and 
require any person found in charge thereof to produce to 
such Inspector ! other official and allow him to examine 
such documents, books and other documents, relating to the 
employment of persons and payment of wages or to furnish 

to him such information as he may consider necessary ; or 
c) examine the officers of the company or the servants, of the 

said company or any person found in such company, 
establishment, office or other premises, or any person whom 
the said Inspector or other official has reasonable cause to 

believe to bave been an eläployee ; or 
(d ) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account 

book or other documents maintained in such company 
establishment, office or other premises . 


By order of the Governor , 

C.P. NAIR , 

Special Scretary . 
Esplanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purpori.) 

M /s. Veekshanam Printing and Publishing Company Ltd. Cochin has 
requested exemption from the coverage of E.Š.I. Act. Goverment after 
consulting the Regional Director, E.S.I. Corporation and after considering 
the matter in the Regional Board Meeting of E.S.I. Corporation , decided 
to grant exemption for a period of one year from 31-1-1976 . The notification 
is intender to achieve this purpose . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (F ) Department 
NOTIFICATION 


G. O. Rt. No. 1413/80 /LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 6th October 1980 . 
S.R.O. No. 1225 /80. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 87 
read with section 91-A of the Employees State Insurance Act, 1918 ( Central 
Act 34 of 1948 ) , the Government of Kerala in consultation with th . Emplo 
yees State Insurance Corporation hereby excmpt the Mayyanad Cir 
Vyavasaya Co-operative Society Lid . (Mo. 29831 P. O. Mayyanad 
from the operation of the pinvisions of the said Act for a period 
of one year from 30-5-1976 , subject to the following conditions, namely : 

1. The said society shall maintain a register showing the nanes 
and designations of its employees; 

2. Notwithstanding this cxemp ion , the cmployees shall continue to 
receive such benefits under the said Act to which they might have become 
entitled to on the basis of the contributions paid prior to the date from 
which exen ption granted by this notification operates; 

3. The contribution for the exempted period , if already paid , shall 
not be refunded ; 

4. The society shall submit in respect of the period during which it 
was subject to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter 
referred to as the said period ), such returns in such form and containing such 
particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period under 

the 
Employees State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 ; 

5. Any Inspector appointed by the Corporation under subsection (1) 
of section 45 of the said Act, or other official of the Corporation authorised in 
this behalf shall, for the purposes of - 

(i). verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted 
under subsection (1) of section 44 of the said Act; or 

(ii) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as 
required by the Employees State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for 
the said period ; or 

(iii) ascertainingwhether the employees continuc to be entitled to the 
benefits provided by the employer in cash and kind being benefits in conside 
rations of which exemption is being granted under this notification ; or 
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time 


(iv) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the said Act had 
been complicd with curing the period when such provisions were in force in 
relation to the said society be empowered to : 

(a ) require the Society to furnish to him such information 

as he may consider necessary ; or 
(b) enter any factory , establishment, office or other premises, 
occupied by the 

said Society at any reasonable 
and require any person 

found in charge 
thereof to produce to such Inspector or other official and 
allow him to examine such documents, books and other 
documents , relating to the employment of persons and pay . 
ment of wages or to furnish to him such information as he 

may consider necessary ; or 
(c ) examine the officers of the said Society or the servants of the 

said Society or any person found in such society , establish 
ment, office or other premises, or any person whom the sail! 
Inspector or other official has reasonable cause to believ 

to have been an employee ; or 
(d ) make copies of or take extracts from any register, accoun 

book or other documents maintained in such societ : 
establishment, office or other premises . 


By order of the Governor , 

C.P. NAIR , 

Special Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
(This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

" he Mayyanad Coir Vyavasaya Co-operative Society Ltd 
No. 2983 Mayyanad has requested exemption from the coverage of 
E S. I Act . Government after consulting the Regional Director 
E.S. I. Corporation and after considering the matter in the Regional Board 
meeting of E.S.I. Corporation , Government decided to grant exemption for 
a period of one year from 30-5-1976 . The notification is intended to 
achieve this purpose. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Water & Transport (Transport B ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No. 868 /80 /W & T . Dated , Trivand : um , 4th December 1980 

S.R.O. No. 1226 /80. - Whercas Shri R. K. Mohammed Haneef, 
15/31 , Mudhirakanam House, Franzias Road , Calicut- 3 has decided to use 
vehiclc No. ADT.9617 , details of which are here under given , as an All India 
Tourist Service Vehicle; 

And whereas, the overall length and overhang of the vehicle exceeds the 
limits prescribed under sub -rule (2 ) of rule 267 and rule 294 respectively of 
the Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961 ; 
And whereas, 

the Government are satisfied that the vehicle 
can conveniently be used as an All India Tourist Service Vehicle. 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Rule 368 of 
the Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961 , the Government of Kerala hereby 
exempt the said vehicle from the provisions of sub -rule (2 ) of rule 267 and 
rule 294 of the said Rules. 


DETAILS OF THE VEHICLE 
Registration Number ADT 9617 
Class of vehicle Omni bus 
Type of body 

Saloon 
Overall length 

994 cnis . 
Overall width 

242 cms. 
Overall height 
Wheel base 

210 cms. 
Overhang 

52.3 % 


302 cms. 


By order of the Governor 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 
Additional Secretary 


( P.7 0. ] 


G 


1795 


2 


not 


Explanatory Note 
( This is 

part of the 

notification , but is to indicate 
the general purport.) 

Shri R.K. Mohammed Haneef, 15/31, Mudhirakanam House . Franzias 
Road, Calicut- 3 has requested Government to exempt vehicle No. ADT . 
9617 purchased by him from the provisions of sub -rule ( 2 ) of rule 267 and 
rule 294 of the Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961 as the overall length and 
overhang of the vehicle exceeds the prescribed measurements . Government 
have considered the request have and decided to grant the exemption 
sought. Hence this notification . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (F ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt) 1412 /80/LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 6th October 1980 . 
SR O No. 1227 80. - In exericse of the powers conferred by sertion 
87 read with seccion 91- A ! tnc Emplo ees, State Insurance Aet 1448 
(Central Act 34 of 1948 ), the Government of Kerala , in consultation 
with the Employees State Insurance Corporation hereby exempt 
Cheruvannur Coir Vyavasaya Co -operative Society (No. 371), P. O. Feroke, 
Kozhikode District from the operation of the provisions of the said Act for a 
period of one year from 30-5-1976 , subject to the following conditions, 
namey : 

1. The said society shall maintain a register showing the names and 
designations of its employees ; 

2. Notwithstanding this exemption . the employees shall continue to 
receive such benefits under the said Act to which they might have become 
entitled to on the basis of the contributions paid prior to the date from which 
exemption granted by this notification operates ; 

3. The contribution for the excmpted period , if already paid , shall 
not be refunded ; 

4. The society shall submit in respect of the period during which 
it was subject to the operation of the suid Act (hereinafter referred to as 
the said period ), such returis in such form and containing such pirticular 
as were due from it in respect of the said period under the Employees State 
Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 ; 

5. Any Inspector appointed by the Corporation under subsection (1 ) 
of section 45 of the said Act, or other official of the Corporation authorised 
in this behalf shall, for the purposes of 

(i) verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted 
under subsection (1) of section 44 of the said Act; or 

(ii ) ascertaining, whether registers and records were maintained 
as required by the Employees State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 
for the said period ; or 

(ül) ascertaining whether the employees continue to be entitled to 
the benefits provided by the employer in cash and kind being benefits in 
considerations of which exemption is being granted upder this porification ; or 
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( iv) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the said Act 
had been complied with during the period when such provisions were in 
force in relation to the said society be empowered to : - 

(a) require the society to furnish to him such ‘nformation as 

he may consider necessary ; or 
(b ) enter any factory , establishment, office or other premises 

occupied by the said society at any reasonable time and 
require any person found in charge thereof to produce to 
such Inspector or other official and allow 

him to 
examine such documents, books and other documents 
relating to the employment of persons and payment of 
wages or to furnish to him such information as he may 

consider necessary ; or 
(c ) examine the officers of the said society or the servants of 

the said society or any person found in such society, 
establishment, office or other premises, or any person 
whom the said Inspector or other official has reasonable 

cause to believe to have been an employee ; or 
( a ) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account 

book or other documents maintained in such society , 
establishment, office or other premises . 

By order of the Governor, 

C.P. NAIR , 

Special Secretary . 
Explanatory Noto 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to 
indicate its general purport. ) 

The Cheruvannur Coir Vyavasaya Co-operative Society (No. 371), 
P. O. Feroke , Kozhikode District has requested exemption from the coverage 
of ESI. Act. Government af er consulting the Regional Direct E. S.I. 
Corporation and after considering the matter i:1 the Regional Board Meeting 
of E.S.I. Corporation decided to grant exemption from 30-5-1976 to 
29-5-1977. The notification is intended to achieve this purpose . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Water and Transport ( Transport- B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. G.O.Rt. 874 /80 / W & T . Dated , Trivandrum , 5th December 1980 . 

S.R.O. No. 1228 / 80. - Whereas the Director, Vikram Sarabhai Space 
Centre , Trivandrum has constructed two bus bodies on two chassis the details 
of which are hereunder given ; 

And whereas the overall length and overhang of the said vehicles 
exceed the limits prescribed under b -rule (2 ) of rule 267 and rule 294 of 
the Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961; 

And whereas the Government of Kerala are satisfied that the said 
vehicles can be used conveniently as a service bus for the purpose of the 
carriage of the employees of the said institution ; 

Now . therefore in exercise of the powers conferred by rule 368 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961, the Government of Kerala hereby 
exemtthe said vehicles from the provisions of sub -rule ( 2) of rule 267 and 
rule 294 of the said rules . 

DETAILS OF VEHICLES 
Si.. No. Engine No. Chassis No. Overall Wheck 

Oier 
length 

base hang 
(1 ) ( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

(5 ) (6 ) 
1. 692 Do3 069957 344 050 066169 942 cms. 519.5 cms. 58.79 
2. 692 Do3 069901 311 050 066121 

519.5 cms. 
By order of thc Governor , 

P. SAXKARAN NAIR , 

Additional Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
The Director of Vikram Sarabhai Space Centre , Trivandrum requested 
Government to exempt the vehicles mentioned in the notification from the 
provisions of sub -rule ( 2 ) of rule 267 and rule 291 of the Kerala Motor 
Vehicles Rules, 1961 as the overall length and overhang of the vehicles 
exceed the prescribed measurements. Government have considered the 
request in consultation with the Transport Commissioner and have decided 
to grant the exemption sought. Hence this notification . 


912 cins . 


58.70 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home ( SSB ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 110 /80 /Home. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 22nd November 1980 . 
S. R. O. No. 1229 /80. - Whereas the places specified in tho Schedule below are of vital importance 
to the Country ; 

And whereas information with respect thereto or the destruction or obstruction thereof or interference 
therewith would he useful to an enemy; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub clause ( d ) of cl ause (8 ) of section 2 of the 
Indian Official Secrets Act, 1923 (Central Act 19 of 1923) read with the notification So. No 1285 dated 
the 4th May . 1963 of the Ministry of Home Affairs, Government of India , the Government of Kerala hereby 
declare the places specified in the schedule to be “ Prohibited places” for the purpose of the said Act and 
direct ihat a copy of this Notification in English and Malayalam versionsbe affixei o the said places. 

SCHEDULE 
District - Eroakulam . 

Taluk - Kanayannur. 

Village - Trikkakara North 
Place — Kalamassery , 

Police Station - Kalamassery . 
si. Naine of installation 

Boundary or other description 
No. 

of the area 
(1 ) ( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 
1 . H.M.T. Factory proper in Sector -l . (Unit belonzing North side - Main approach road and Paddy 

to H.M.T. Ltd. field of H.M.T. Estate : 
Kalamassery ) 

Sy . Nos. 

along the boundary – From West 
to East 
1034- Part K Part 
1025-3 Part 
1024—5 Part, 6 Part 
928–3 Part 1 Part 
936-21 Part 


( 1) ( 2 ) 

( 3) 
East side - H.M.T . Estate : 
Sy. Nos. along the boundary - From North to 

South 
936—21 part, 19 part 
1026—1 part, 2 part, 3 part, 5 part, 6 
1027_1 part 

1034 Part 
Sonth side H.M.T. Estate : 
Sy . Nos, along the boundary - From East to 

West 
1034 part, 1029—10 part 
West Side - H.M.T . Estate : 
Sy. Numbers along the boundary From 

South to North 

1029—10 part, 1031—4 part, 1034 part 
2. H.M.T. Water storage and Pumping (Unit belonging Area coming under survey Nos. 1034 , E part, 
station in Sector- 2 . 

to H.M.T. Ltd. C part, 1034 , 144 part of HMT Estate 

Kalamassery) 
3 . H.M.T. Colony water storage and 

Area coming under Sy . No. 936 1 M part of 
distribution point in Sector- 3 . 

HMT Estate 
4 . H.M.T. Colony water storage and 

Area coming under Survey No. 879 part of 
distribution point in Sector -6 . 

HMT Estate 
5 . H.M.T. Colony electrical distribution 

Area coming under Survey Nos. A9, A12 
transformer and switch gear in 

Part of HMT Estate 
Sector - 3 
6. H.M.T. Colony electrical distribu 

Area coming under Survey Nos . 936 - E , 9-12 
tion transformer and switch gear in 

part of HMT Estate 
Sector - 7 . 
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Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to give its general purport) . 

It is considered that the places mentioned in the schedule should be declared as prohibited places 
under the Indian Official Secrets Act 1923 since the installations are of national importance. The above 
notification is intended to achieve his object . 
എസ്. ആർ. ഒ, നമ്പർ, 1229 / 80. - താഴെ പട്ടികയിൽ പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള സ്ഥലങ്ങൾ 

രാജ്യത്തിന് മർമ്മ 
പ്രധാനമാകുന്നതിനാലും ; 

അവയെ സംബന്ധിച്ചുള്ള വിവരമോ അവയുടെ നാശമോ തടസ്സപ്പെടുത്തലോ അവയുമായുളള ഇട 
പെടലോ ഒരുശതുവിന് (പ്രയോജനമുളളതാകയാലും, 

ഇപ്പോൾ , അതിനാൽ, 1923 - ലെ ഇൻഡ്യൻ ഔദ്യോഗിക രഹസ്യങ്ങൾ സംബന്ധിച്ച ആക്റ് ( 1923 - ലെ 
19 -ം കേന്ദ്രആക്ററ്), (2 ) -ാം വകുപ്പ് (8) -ാം ഖണ്ഡം ( ഡി ) ഉപഖണ്ഡം 

സർക്കാർ ആഭ്യന്തരമന്തി 
കാര്യാലയത്തിന്റെ 1963 മേയ് 4 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ എസ്. ഓ . 1285 -ാം നമ്പർ വിജ്ഞാപനവുമായി 

ചേർത്ത 
വായിക്കുമ്പോൾ അതുമുലം നൽകുന്ന അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച് പട്ടികയിൽ പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള സ്ഥലങ്ങൾ 
( പസ്തുത ആക്ററിന്റെ ആവശ്യങ്ങൾക്കായി നിരോധിത പ്രദേശങ്ങനെആയിരിക്കുമെന്ന് കേരള സർക്കാർ ഇതി 
നാൽ പ്രഖ്യാപിക്കുകയും ഈ വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിന്റെ ഇംഗ്ലീഷിലും മലയാളത്തിലും ഉളള പരിഭാഷകൾ (പസ്തുത 
സ്ഥലങ്ങളിൽ പതിക്കണമെന്ന് നിർദ്ദേശിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യുന്നു . 


ഭാരത 


പട്ടിക 


ജില്ല - എറണാകുളം. താലൂക്ക ° -കണയന്നുർ, 

വില്ലജ്_വടക്ക് തക്കാക്കര . 
സ്ഥലം - കളമശ്ശേരി . 

പോലീസ് സ്റേറഷൻ - കളമശ്ശേരി , 
കമനമ്പർ ഇൻസ്റ്റലേഷൻ 

പദേശത്തിന്റെ അതിർത്തി അല്ലെങ്കിൽ 
പേര 

മററു വിവരണം. 
(1) (2 ) 

(3) 
1 . എച്ച്.എം.ററി, ഫാക്ടറി 1 -ാം സെക° റററിൽ (എച്ച്.എം. ററി, ലിമി വടക്ക് വശം: -എച്ച്. എം . ററി . 

ററഡ് കളമശ® q ശരി എസ്റേററിൻറ പ്രധാനഅപാച്ച് 
യുടെയൂണിററ്) റോഡും, നെൽപ്പാടങ്ങളും 


( 1 ) 


(2 ) 


( 3) 


എം , ററി . 


ക 


അതിർത്തിവഴി പടിഞ്ഞാറ നിന്ന 
കിഴക്കോട്ട് സർവ്വേ നമ്പരുകൾ : 
1034 ഭാഗം കെ . ഭാഗം 
1025 ഭാഗം 3 
1024 ഭാഗം 5 ഭാഗം 6 
928 ഭാഗം 3 ഭാഗം 1 

936 ഭാഗം 21 . 
കിഴക്കു വശം - എച്ച്. 

എസ്റേറററ 
അതിർത്തി വഴി 

വടക്കു 

നിന്ന് 
തെക്കോട്ട് സർവ്വേ നമ്പരുകൾ : 
936 ഭാഗം 21 , ഭാഗം 19 
1026 ഭാഗം 1 ഭാഗം 2 , ഭാഗം 3 , 

ഭാഗം 5 , 6 
1027 ഭാഗം 1 
1034 ഭാഗം 
തെക്കുവശം: -എച്ച്. എ • . 

ററി . 
എസ്റേറററ 
കിഴക്കുനിന്ന് പടിഞ്ഞാറോട്ട അതിർ 
ത്തിവഴി സർവ്വേ നമ്പരുകൾ : -- 
1014 ഭാഗം 

1029 ഭാഗം 10 
പടിഞ്ഞാറ് ശം : -എച്ച്. 
എസ ° റേറററ്: 
തെക്കു നിന്ന് വടക്കോട്ട് അതിർത്തി 
വഴി സർവ്വേ നമ്പരുകൾ : 
1029 ഭാഗം 10 
1031 ഭാഗം 4 
1034 ഭാഗം 


എം , ററി. 


ററഡ 


G. 
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2 . എച്ച്. എം . ററി . ജലസംഭരണിയും പമ്പിംഗ് ( എച്ച്.എം.ററി , ലിമി എച്ച്. എം . ററി . എസ്റേറററിൻറ 
സ്റേറഷനും 2 -ാം സെക ° റററിൽ 

കളമശ്ശേരി സർവ്വേ നമ്പർ -1034 ഇ ഭാഗം, ജി 
യുടെയു ണിറ്) ഭാഗം 1034-144 ഭാഗം ഇവയുടെ 

കീഴിൽ വരുന്ന ഉപദേശം 
എച്ച്. എം . ററി . കോളനി ജലസംഭരണിയും 

എച്ച്. എം . ററി . എസ്റേറററിൻറ 
വിതരണ സ്ഥലവും 3 -ാം സെക° റററിൽ 

ടി 

1 എം . ഭാഗത്ത് സർവ്വേ നമ്പർ 

936- ൽ വരുന്ന പ്രദേശം 
4. എച്ച്. എം . ററി , കോളനി ജലസംഭരണിയും 

എച്ച്. എം . ററി . എസ്റേറററിന്റെ 
വിതരണ സ്ഥലവും 6 -ാം സെക്റററിൽ 

ടി 

സർവ്വേ നമ്പർ 879 ഭാഗത്തു വരുന്ന 

പദേശം 
5 . എച്ച്.എം.ററി , കോളനിവൈദ്യുത വിതരണ 

എച്ച്. എം . ററി . എസ്റേറററി ന്റെ 
[ടാൻസ്ഫോമറും, സ്വിച്ച്ഗീയറും 3 -ാം 

ടി 

എ 9 എ 1 2 ഭാഗം 936 -ാം നമ്പർ 
സെക്റററിൽ 

സർവ്വേ നമ്പരിൽ വരുന്ന ( പദേശം 
6 . എച്ച്.എം.ററി . കോളനി വൈദ്യുതവിതരണ 

എച്ച്. എം . ററി . എസ്റേറററിന്റെ 
ടാൻസ്ഫോമറും സ്വിച്ച്ഗീയറും 

7 -ാം ടി 

9-12 ഭാഗ ത്തം 936 ബി സർവ്വേ 
സെക്റററിൽ 

നമ്പരിൻ കീഴിൽ വരുന്നഉപദേശം. 

വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
( ഇത് വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമല്ല . എന്നാൽ വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിൻറ പൊതു ഉദ° ദേശം നല്കുന്നതിന 
ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുളളതാണ്.) 
പട്ടികയിൽ പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള സ്ഥലങ്ങൾ , അവിടെയുളള ഇൻസ്ററലേഷനുകൾ 

ദേശീയ പ്രധാന്യമുളള 
വയാകയാൽ 1923 - ലെ ഇൻഡ്യൻഔദ്യോഗിക രഹസ്യങ്ങൾ സംബന്ധിച്ച ആക്ററിൻ കീഴിൽ നിരോധിത പ്രദേശ 
ങ്ങളായി പ്രഖ്യാപിക്കണമെന്ന് കരുതുന്നു . ഈ ഉദ്ദേശം സാധിക്കുന്നതിനുദ° ദേശിച്ചു കൊണ്ടുള്ളതാണ് 
മേൽപ്പറഞ്ഞവിജ്ഞാപനം. 

By order of the Governor , 

J. S. JESUDHASAN , 
Special Secretary . 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

ORDER 
No. G. O. (Rt.) 1671/80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 4th December 1980. 

S. R. O. No. 1230 /80. - Whereas Sri C. V. Balakrishnan, Chembaka 
veettil House , Chelakottukara , Trichur had filed a Claim Petition No. 68/78 
before the Labour Court, Kozhikode to settle his claims for arrears of salary , 
bonus, security amount and the interest thereon due from the Proprietor , 
Pallath Agencies K 25 , P.C.V. Buildings, Rice Bazar, Trichur ; 

And whereas the Trichur District is now within the jurisdiction of the 
Labour Court, Ernakulam ; 

And whereas Sri C. V. Balakrishnan has requested Government to 
transfer the C. P. No. 68/78 from the file of the Labour Court, Kozhikode 
to the Labour Court, Ernakulam ; 

And whereas the Government of Kerala are satisfied that it is necessary 
to transfer the said claim petition from the file of the Labour Court, 
Kozhikode to the Labour Court, Ernakulam . 

Now therefore in exercise of the powers conferred by section 33B of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act 14 of 1947) , the Government 
of Kerala hereby order that the proceedings in respect of the said claim 
petition No. 68/78 shall be withdrawn from the file of the Labour Court, 
Kozhikode and transferred to the Labour Court, Ernakulam for disposal. 

By order of the Governor , 

C. P. NAIR , 

Special Secrelary . 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

Sri C. V. Balakrishnan , Chembakaveettil House , Chelakottukara 
Trichur has requested to Government to transfer C.P. No. 68/78 from the 
file of the Labour Court, Kozhikode to the Labour Court, Ernakulam since 
the Trichur District is now within the jurisdiction of the Labour Court, 
Ernakulam . Government consider that it is necessary to transfer the claim 
petition from the 

Labour Court, Kozhikode to the Labour Court, 
Ernakulam . The above notification is intended to achieve this object. 


G. 1797 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Revenue (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O.(Ms) No. 1387/80 / RD . Dated , Trivandrum , 27th November 1980 . 

S.R.O. No. 1231 /80. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 
7 of the Kerala Government Land Assignment Act, 1960 , (30 of 1960 ), 
the Government of Kerala hereby make the following amendments to 
the Rules for Lease of Government Lands for Cardamom Cultivation , 
1961, namely : 


AMENDMENTS 
.1 . ( 1) These rules shall be called the lease of Government Lands 
for Cardamom Cultivation (Amendment) Rules, 1980 . 

( 2) They will come into force at once. 
2. In the Rules for Lease of Government Lands for Cardamom 
Cultivation , 1961, 

(1) in rule 3 , 

(a) for sub-rule (2), the following shall be substituted , 
namely 
“ (2) In respect 

of Lands occupied and cultivated with 
cardamom , the premium to be collected from the lessee 
shall be Rs. 3000 per hectare and the annual pattom 

payable shall be Rs. 150 per hectare! > ; 
(b ) in sub-rule (3), for the letters , figures and words 
“ Rs. 25 per hearate " , the letters, figures and words " Rs. 150 per 
hectare" shall be substituted ; 

(2 ) in rule 4 , 
(a ), in sub -rule ( ), for the letters, figures and words 

and 

the letters figures 
“ Rs. 25 per hectare” 

words " Rs. 150 per 
hectare shall be substituted ; 

(b ) in sub -rule (4 ), for the letters, figures and words 
“ Rs. 25 per hectare " ; the letters, figures and words " Rs. 150 per hectare" 
shall be substituted ; 

(3) in sub -rule (4) of rule 5, for the letters figures and words 
“ Rs. 25 per hectare" , the letters figures 

and words " Rs. 150 per 
hectare shall be substituted ; 

G. 1806 . 
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(4 ) in clause (1) of rule 6 , for the figures and words “ Rs. 25 
per hectare 

the letters , figures and words “ Rs. 150 per hectare" shall 
be substituted . 


By order of the Governor, 
S. KRISHNAMOORTHY, 

Secretary. 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport.) 

The existing rates of premium and pattom under the Rules are too lon 
when compared to the high ( price of Cardamom . The existing Rule 3 (2) 
also prescribes two different rates of premium on the basis of 

date of 
occupation by the encroacher. Government have decided to enhance the 
existing rates of premium and pattom and bring in uniform rate of 
premium in all case irrespective of the date of occupation 

by the 
encroacher. The rates of premium and pattom have been enhanced 
Rs. 3,000 per hectare and Rs. 150 

per hectare respectively in 
G.O.MS. No. 1255/78 /RD . dated 22-8-1978 . 

The amendment is intended to achieve the above purpose . 


a 


to 


G.1843 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt ) No. 2700 /80 /Home. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 15th December 1980 . 
S.R.O.No. 1232/80 — In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (s) of section 2 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure , 1973 , (Central Act 2 of 1974 ) and in modification of the notification issued in G. O. Rt. 335 / 74 / 
Home dated the 1st March 1974 , published as S.R.O.No. 227/74 in the Kerala Gazette No. 17 dated the 
23rd April, 1974 in so far it relates to the area of jurisdiction of Kozhikode Women Police Station , (Vanitha 
Police Station ) the Government of Kerala hereby redefine the area of jurisdiction of the said Women Police 
Station with concurrent jurisdiction over the areas specified in column (4 ) of the schedule below : 

SCHEDULE 


Village 


Areas of jurisdiction 


Name of Police 

Station 


Name of 

aluk 


(2 ) 


(3 ) 


Kozhikode 


Cusba 


Kozhikode 
Women Police 
Station 
(Vanitha Police 
Station ) 


Area within the jurisdiction of, 
1. Calicut Town Police Station 
2. Calicut Cusba Police Station 
3. Chemmangad Police Station 
4. Panniankara Police Station 
5. Mecnchanda Police Station 
6. Fcroke Police Station 
7. Nadakkavu Police Station 


(1) 


(2) 


(3 ) 


( 4 ) 


8. Chevayur Police Station 
9. Elathur Police Station 
10. Calicut Medical College 

Police Station 
11. Mavoor Police Station 
12. Kunnamangalam Police Station 


This notification shall come into force on and with effect from 25th December , 1980 . 

By order of the Governor , 

K. V.MODU , 

Additional Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate its general purport.) 
At present Kozhikode Women Police Station has jurisd ction over seven Police Stations only (Calicut 
Town, Calicut Cusba, Chemmangad , Nadakkavu , Panniankara, Medical College, Meenchanda ). In G.O. 
(Ms.)50 /79 /Home dated 9-4-1979 Government have ordered bifurcation ofKozhikode Police District to Calicut 
City and Kozhikode Rural. Consequent on the bifurcation th jurisdiction of Kozhikode, Women Police 
Station is proposed to be extended to the whole of Calicut City Police District. 

This notification is issued to achieve the above object. 


Reg . No. KL/TV (N ) /17 
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THE KERALA MUNICIPALITIES (AMENDMENT) 

BILL, 1980 
(Report of the Subject Committee) 


Subject Committee IX - Local Administration and Co-operation to 
which the Kerala Municipalities ( Amendment) Bill, 1980 was referred, 
considered the Bill clause by clause and submits this its report with the Bill 
as reported by the Committee annexed thereto . 

2. The Kerala Municipalities (Amendment) Bill, 1980 was published 
as a Gazette Extraordinary dated December 9, 1980. The Bill was intro 
duced in the Assembly on December 16 , 1980 and was referred to the 
Subject Committee on December 17, 1980 . 

3. The Committee considered the Bill clause by clause at its sitting 
held on December 22, 1980 . 

4. The Committee approved the Bill without any change. 


Trivandrum , 
December 23, 1980. 


R.S. UNNI, 

Chairman , 
Subject Committee IX- Local 
Administration & Co-operation . 
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THE KERALA MUNICIPALITIES ( AMENDMENT) BILL , 1980 


(As reported by the Subject Committee ) 

A 

BILL 
further to amend the Kerala Municipalities Act, 1960. 

Preamble . - WHEREAS it is expedient further to amend the Kerala 
Municipalities Act, 1960, for the purpose hereinafter appearing ; 

Be it enacted in the Thirty-first Year of the Republic of India as follows: 
1. Short title and commencement .--- ( 1) This Act may be called the Kerala 
Municipalities (Amendment) Act, 1980. 

( 2) It shall be deemed to have come into force on the 30th day of 
September, 1980 . 

2 . Amendment of section 412.- In sub -section ( 2 ) of section 412 of the Kerala 
Municipalities Act, 1960 (14 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the principal 
Act), for the words " thirty months” , the words " forty-five months shall be, 
substituted. 


3. Repeal and saving.- (1) The Kerala Municipalities (Amendment) 
Ordinance, 1980 (5 of 1980), is hereby repealed . 

(2) Notwithstanding such repeal, anything done or any action taken 
under the principal Act as amended by the said Ordinance shall be deemed 
to have been done or taken under the principal Act as amended by this 
Act. 


Secretariat of the Kerala 
Legislature, Trivandrum . 
Decenıber 23 , 1980 . 


DR. R. PRASANNAN , 

Secretary. 


